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Very judicious and ſerious Chriſt ian, to whom the 

Intereſt of the Goſpel, and the Glory of its bleſ- 
ſed Author 1s valuable and dear, muſt needs re- 
MO - ſent it as the Reproach and Infelicity of the Age 
wherein we live, That while the whole of Revealed Reli- 


Lion is run down on the one hand by Infidels (under the 


Name of Deiſts,) Some of its moſt important Articles 
are no leſs violently aſſaulted on the other by ſuch as 
pretend to the Faith of Chriſtians, I know indeed our 
late Unitarians highly value themſelves upon their nu- 
merous Tratts (with which the Preſs has of late years 
ſwarm'd) as the breaking out of ſome glorious Light 
after a long Night of Darkneſs ; and are ready to e- 
qualize their Attempt of over-throwing the Scheme of 
thoſe they call Trinitarians, to that of our firſt Reform- 
ers, Who oppoſed the Corruptions of Popery. But I 
muſt profeſs upon a diligent and impartial View of 
their Writings, I am confirm'd in the Opinion, That 
they have 6 whatever their Authors might intend) 
much more promoted the Intereſt of Infidelity and Deiſm 
than that of Chriſtianity. I ſhall not at preſent diſpute 
the Point with 'em, why they engroſs this Title of 
 Unitarians to themſelves, when the Unity of the Divine 


Nature is not the matter in Diſpute between them and 


& #5. Unleſs they could ſhew us, That that Diſtinction, 
which we ſuppoſe to be between the Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit, is inconſiſtent with any ſuch Unity. 4 
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I foreſee indeed, they will be ready to enquire, Where- _ 
in I ſuppoſe that Diſtinction to lye, or what are the 


particular Grounds of it? But as to that, I am not a- 


ſham'd to profeſs my Ignorance. I am contented to 
believe there is ſuch a Diſtinction between the Father, 
Son and H. Spirit, as is a ſufficient Foundation for the 
diſtinct things, that are in Scripture attributed to'em, 
and yet ſach as does not imply the Multiplication of 


the undivided divine Eſſence and Nature; tho' I can- 


not aſſign, or conceive the particular Grounds of the 
Diſtinction it ſelf. For ſuch a Diſtinction may be very 
poſſible (for any thing my Reaſon ſuggeſts to the con- 
trary) in an infinite Being notwithſtanding the Unity of 
it, as is not to be found in any finite Beings, that have 
à ſeparate Exiſtence. And I think *tis far more ſafe, 
and expreſſes a more becoming Reverence for divine 


Revelation to admit of ſuch an Article (tho? there be 


much in the manner of the thing unſearchable to us) 


than to offer a continual violence to the plain and fre- 


quent Declarations of the H.Scriptures concerning the 


| Deity of the Son, and the H. Spirit. And I think, here 

is juſt reaſon to ſay, That our late Vnitarians have ma- 
naged this Cauſe in a manner that tends very little to 

the hgavur of thoſe Sacred Writings, which are the 


Standard and Teſt of our Religion. For what can 
more effectually leſſen their Authority with the People, 


than for our Adverſaries at every turn to call in que- 
ſtion, whether this or that particular Text be authen- 


tick and uncorrupted? Nay ſometimes to raiſe Objecti- 
ons againſt entire Books that belong to the Sacred Ca- 
non? And muſt it not needs weaken our Opinion of 
their divine Iuſpiration, to ſuppoſe that the Pen- men of 


em have in matters of the higheſt moment, and con- 


ſequence (as particularly, when they aſcribe the Crea- 
tion to our Lord Jeſus) us'd ſuch Expreſſions as need all 


imaginable Subtleties of Criticiſm to Expound 'em to 
another Senſe, and reconcile em with what our Op- 
ponents ſuppoſe to be the Truth ? Nay how hard is it 
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to preſerve any Veneration for thoſe Writines as di- 
vinely inſpir'd, in which our Adverſaries ſuppoſe ſo ma- 


ny Paſſages out of the Old Teſtament concerning the 
great Fehovah, apply'd to our B. Saviour in the New, 
meerly by way of Alluſion and Accommodation, when yet 
they appear to any impartial Reader produc'd as direct 


Proof of what the Apoſtles attribute to him.? So that 

tis high time for our Unitarians to apply themſelves 
to the ſtopping the Progreſs of that fidelity, which 
_ _ themſelves have ſown the Seeds of by thus unſettling 


the minds of ſo many in the Chriſtian Faith thro? their 
over-cager Oppoſition to ſuch important Articles of it, 


as the Deity and Incarnation of our B. Saviour. But yet 
I muſt upon ſecond Thoughts tell 'em, That if they 


write againſt. Infidels and Deiſts at no better rate than 


the late Author of the Scandal and Folly of the Croſs re- 
mov d, (See ivth Collect of Unit. Tracts.) It were much 
better they ſhou'd forbear intermeddling in that Diſ- 
pute. For that Author has notoriouſly betrayd the 
Chriſtian Cauſe he had undertaken to defend; and can 
find no way ſo proper to ſupport the Credit of it with 
Infidels, as by giving up all its peculiar Doctrines that 
he thought might diſguſt and ſhock em. He is for 
making an eaſy Compoſition with *em, and provided they 


will allow him a few Matters of Fact, (on which he'll 
ut a Conſtruction too as agreeable to their reliſh as 


P 
| poſſible ) he'll throw up all thoſe Articles of Faith to 
em, that have been hitherto accounted the peculiar 


Diſcoveries of Divine Revelation. For in his Preface he | 
undertakes to give the Deiſts an Account of the rrue | 


Fundamentals of the Chriſtian Religion, by which they are 


ts judge of it, and not by the jarring Opinions of the ſeveral 


1 Chriſtians they converſe with. And thoſe he has reduc'd 


to this narrow compaſs, © That there is a God, and an 

Eternal Life (ratified and confirmed by the Death, and 

« Reſurrettion of Chriſt) and that we muſt be entirely good 

«© Men, if ever we hope to be Partakers of it. Nay he 

tells em, © Revelation was propoſed to no other End than 
| A 2 40 
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«K % give ſufficient Proofs of an Eternal Life. And what 
modern Infidel or Deiſt will diſpute any one of his three 
Principles with him? Nay how unreaſonable were it in 


the Deiſts, when he goes ſo far to oblige 'em, if they 
ſhould not meet him half way, and believe with him, 


that our B. Saviour died and roſe again to confirm that 
| 7 Do&rine of Eternal Life, which is their own Creed as 
well as ours? They may it ſeems be good Chriſtians 
upon their Belief of theſe three Articles, tho they be- 
lieve not one word of that State of Corruption: and Guilt 
into which Mankind is fallen, or of the Incarnation of the 
Son of God, or of his dying in our place and ſtead, as a Sa- 


crifice of Attonement to the Juſtice of God, or of his Inter- 


ceſſion in Heaven in vertue of ſuch a truly Expiatory Sacri= 
 fice, or of our Fuſtification by the free Grace of God, thro' 


the Redemption that is in him, or of the Neceſſity of the 


\ Renewing Grace of the H. Spirit in order to our Regeneration 
and our continued Progreſs in Holineſs ;, ſuch Doctrines as 
theſe ( that have been hitherto thought the Principles 
of Revealed Religion) that Author ſeems very willing to 
diſcard, on pretence of recommending it to the Deiſts, 


and facilitating their Belief of it. In ſhort, he requires 


'em to take no new Do&r:ines into their Creed in order 


to their becoming Chriſtians, but only ſome new Mat- 


ters of Fatt that tend to confirm the Dictates of Natural 
Light. To this purpoſe he tells 'em again at p. 20. 
“ That Chriſtian Religion properly is nothing elſe but Natu- 
ce ral Religion, whoſe Light Sin had almoſt extinguiſh'd. 
« And God to give it its firſt Splendor, yields up Chriſt to 


« Death, which vindicates us from the Slavery of Sin. So 


that Chriſt died to confirm no peculiar Doctrines of his 


own, but only thoſe Diftates or Principles of Natural Re- 


ligion that Sin had almoſt extingniſſd. Such as the three 
fore-mention'd Dictates which he makes the Fundamen- 


tal Truths of the Goſpel, and with which our modern 
Deifts will eaſily agree with him in Ranking 'em a- 
mong their Oracles of Reaſon, So that his main Labour 
with the Des is to reconcile em to this Matter f 


Fatt 
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Fatt, That Christ died on the Croſs. And accordingly 


he is very careful to take away from the Croſs it ſelf, 


whatever might be a Stumbling-block to em. To that 


purpoſe, he aſſigns four Reaſons of the Death of Chriſt 


Le The Firſt is, to atteſt the Truth of this Doctrine concern- 


cc ing another Life, and ſeal it with his Blood. The Second, 


% That he muſt die in order to his being rais'd again, 


whereby God confirms the Truth of this Doctrine he raught : 


c concerning another Life. The Third is, That he might 


_ 


leave his Diſciples an Example of ſuffering for this Truth. 
„ The Fourth 2, That his thus dying to atteſt the Doctrine 


« of Eternal Life, by per ſwading Men of the Truth of it 


. might bring em to 4 good Life, and ſo free em from 


2 


&« Sin. And this (he tells us) is all that's meant by Chriſt's 


© becoming a Ranſom or Price of Redemption, his Gi- 
© vying up himſelf for us that he might redeem us from 
© Iniquity, &c. His Reconciling us to God by his 


« Blood, His bearing our Sins in his own Body, &c. 
Theſe are all the Reaſons that Author is pleaſed to aſ- 
ſign of Chriſt's Death and Sufferings. But what then ſhall 
we make of all thoſe numerous Expreſſions of Scripture 


that repreſent our B. Saviour's Death under the Notion 


of a Sacrifice ? and ſpeak of the Expiation of our Sins by | 


his Blood,&c. And this in Alluſion to thoſe Expiatory 


Sacrifices offer'd under the Old Teſtament in order to 


the appeaſing of Divine Juſtice? (For in this Notion of 


Expiatory Sacrifices, viz. That they were not meer 


Kites of Application to the Mercy of God, but offer d 


to appeaſe his Vindictive Juſtice, both Jews and Pagans 
were agreed). As to this, the Author tells us, © That 


God in condeſcenſion to this Ignorance and Weakneſs, and 


© in order to put an end to all theſe Sacrifices, declares, 
&« That he has accepted the Death of his Son (permitted 


“ for the four Reaſons above-mentioned) as the only Sacri- 
e fice that could pleaſe him, and procure the Remiſſion of 


„ Sin; meaning thereby only this, (as he immediately ex= 


1 « plains himſelf) That Chriſt's Death was an Act highly 
: 2 Fe Pleaſing to him, As Phineas's Act of Zcal WAs, by which 
wee | A 4 


« he 


\ 


i 
dc he is ſaid to have made Attonement for the Children 

4 of Iſrael, xxv Numb. 13. But all this while, there 
is not one word of God's declaring in the Death and 

' Sufferings of his Son, his Righteouſneſs in the puniſhment = 
of Sin. Not one word of a Subſtitution of Chriſt's Death 
in the ſtead of ours for demonſtrating the demerit of 
! Sin, vindicating the honour of God's violated Law, that 
 threaten'd Death as the Wages of it, and rendring the 
{| Exerciſe of God's Mercy in the pardon of Sin conſiſt- 
ent with the Glory of his Holineſs and Juſtice by ſuch. 
an Example of his Severity againſt it. So that the Do- 
| Qarine of Chriſt's Satisfaction is dropt. His Sacrifice is 
but metaphorical; and all the variety of Expreſſions in 
which 'tis repreſented in the H. Scriptures, are but 
|| pompous Alluſions, which at the bottom ſignify no ſuch 
| || thing as Chriſt's Death being a valuable Conſideration of- 

| fer'd to the injured Juſtice of God for the Impunity of all be- 
| Heving and penitent Sinners. And thus to reconcile the 
|| FJafidels to the Croſs of Chris, he diſcards the main Exd 
and Deſign of his Sufferings on it. And aſſigns no other 
|| Reaſons of his Death, but what the Death of any of his 
|| ApoHles and Martyrs would have been as capable to at- 
| tain and ſerve, if God had but pleaſed to ſend them firſt 
| to preach this Doctrine of Eternal Life, arid when they 
"of had dicd to atteſt the Truth of it, had rais'd *em a- 
* But bleſſed be God, the Chrictian Religion needs not 
ſuch treacherous Defenders as theſe. Nor can we re- 
ceive Deifs into the Chriitian Church upon ſuch eaſy 
terms as their believing one or two Matters of Fact, 
while they deny not only all the other peculiar Do- 
Arines of the Goſpel, but even that great Myery of 
If CGodlineſs, God manifeſted in the Fleſh. Such Proſelytes 
to the Chriſtian Church wou'd be no better than the 
moſt dangerous ſecret Enemies under the Diſguiſe of 
It, Friends. F | , 

And as the Unitarians are coming over to the Deiſts 

in Point of Doctrine, fo they are affecting a Conformity 
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to 'em in one of the worſt of their Practices. For if 
(as the ingenious Dr. Nichols tells us), (a) The Latitudi- 


« yarian Principle of joining in Communion with People of 


 & all Religions in their ſeveral Devotions,and complying with 


« whatever Religion is eftabliſh'd,be the very Soul of Deiſm. 


I am fare our late Vnitarians are come a good way to- 


wards it, when they have ſo frankly of late profeſs'd, 


That they can join in the Worſhip of thoſe they call 77i- 
nitarians, even tho they know that ſuch do avowedly 
give Divine Worſhip in the moſt expreſs terms to our B. 
Saviour to whom they no way believe it to be due (). 
But whatever they think of it, no ſerious Chriſtian can 
think ſuch palpable Diſſimulation with God and Men 
to be excuſable. „ 


I have enlarged the more on theſe matters to let the 
Author of the Paper I have undertaken to anſwer, fee, 


What a Party of Men he is pleaſed to liſt himſelf a- 
mong; And whither their Diſſent from the” Cliriſtian 


Church in the Point here controverted, is like to lead 


em. And as I cannot be ſo uncharitable as to think 
that he wou'd be willing to join with ſuch Writers as 


theſe in ſo palpable a Deſign of undermining the Chri- 


ſtian Religion, fo I would not altogether deſpair of the 


Succeſs of this Attempt to recover him from his Error, 
if he wou'd impartially weigh what is here offer'd to his 
Conſideration. I am ſure he will here find, That I have 
not only fairly repeſented his Arguments, but treated 
him with a mzldneſs and temper that becomes ſo excel- 
lent a Cauſe, which needs not the Paſſions of Men for 
the defence of it. And indeed my Reſpect and affectio- 
nate Tenderneſs for the ſuppoſed Author (the perver- } 
ſion of whoſe valuable Abilities to ſo ill a purpoſe I hear- 


tily lament) were ſufficient to reſtrain me from that Se- 


verity | 


- 
OI * PIES: 
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(a) See Conference with a Theiſt, Part IId, p. 81, 82,83, 3, 2 | 
dee the Paper in the IIId Clef. of Unit. Tract. Entituled, 
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verity of Style, which his unreaſonable Confidence, and 
his inſulting Language in ſome Paſſages of his Book, 
wou'd not only have prompted one too, but perhaps in 


ſome meaſure juſtify'd. I remembred the Apoftle's Rule, 


his own. But I cannot excuſe his continuing ſo long in 


of inſtructing with meekneſs ſuch as oppoſe themſelves, if per- 

|| adventure God may give em Repentance to the Acknowledg 

ment of the Truth. (a) I have not therefore treated him 

| as an Enemy. Much leſs have J had any hand in his pub- 

lick Proſecution on the account of the Book I have un- 

derrtaken to anſwer (as ſome have very unjuſtly report- 

| ed.) How far the Author acts from Conſcience (tho? 

| !| erroneous and miſguided) in his preſent oppoſition to 
'| - this important Truth, I leave to God's Judgment and 


the Communion of a Chriſtian Church, in which he cou'd 


preſent Doctrine to be true, and a Truth of ſo great 


not but know that Divine Worſhip was avowedly paid 
to that B. Saviour, to whom it ſeems he did not in his 
!} Conſcience think it to be due. And if he thought his 


e 


= importance, he ſhou'd in all Reaſon have more early and © - 


openly declared it, and not have contented himſelf with 


inſinuating it only in a few occaſional dark and ambigu- 
ous terms. Divine Truth ſeeks not ſuch Diſguizes, nor 


is it any great Argument of Sincerity or of a good Cauſe, 
to uſe em. But whatever effect this Anſwer may have 
upon himſelf; (For I am not inſenſible how difficult it 
is to remove thoſe Prejudices that are deeply rooted, 
and eſpecially where a Man's 6pen Eſpouſal of an Opi- 
nion engages his Reputation in the defence of what he 
has once aſſerted ;) Yet I hope it may be of ſome uſe to 
eſtabliſh ſincere Chriſtians in the Faith of this Grand 
Article of God manifeſted in the Fleſh, and to remove the 
doubts of thoſe (if there be any ſuch among us) whom 


1 his Paper may have ſtagger d. And *tis for this End that 


I thought it abſolutely neceſſary, not to confine my ſelf 


— 
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to the bare anſwering of the Aut hor's Paper, without lay- 


ing before the Reader a few at leaſt of thoſe numerous 


Arguments for our Saviour's Divinity, which the Scri- 


ptures abound with, and which our Author (with what 


| Ingenuity and Candour I leave himſelf to judge) was 
n wholly to over-look. And 'tis that chiefly has 


rawn out this Anſwer to ſo great a length, and ſo long 


' retarded the Publication of it. But I thought it far 
better to go once for all to the bottom of this Con- 
troverſy by a thorough Examination of all the Author's 


Objections againſt our Doctrine, and comparing 'em with 
the Arguments on the other ſide, than to content my 
ſelf with a few haſty and ſlight Remarks on em. And 
as I thought my ſelf under ſome particular Obligation 
to engage in this Diſpute (tho' otherwiſe extreamly a- 


verſe to it, leaſt ſo excellent a Cauſe ſhou'd ſuffer by be- 


ing in ſo weak hands) ſo it encouraged me the more, 
when I conſider'd, That the Author has fairly referr'd 
the Deciſion of this Controverſy to the Authority of the 
H. Scriptures, and has I think gone beyond any of our late 
Dnitariaus in producing the moſt plauſible Objections a- 


gainſt the ſupreme Deity of our Lord Feſus, that a ſubtle 


Wit can draw from thence. But I muſt ſubjoin, That if 
any Reply be made to theſe Papers,in which the Arguments 


I have offer'd are not repreſented and examin'd with that 


Fairneſs and Candour, with which I have treated the 
Author's molt plauſible Reaſonings on this ſubject, but 
only flurted at with a few ſuperficial daſhes of ſuch a 
ſcornful unhallowed Wit, as appears every where in the 
Pamphlets of our late Vnitarians, I ſhall not think my 
ſelf any way concern'd in it. For I take this Subject to | 
be of that vaſt moment and conſequence, that it ought | 
to be argued with the greateſt Seriouſneſs and Gravity, | 


and with the profoundeſt Humility that a due Senſe of our 
own Ignorance, and Deference to Divine Revelation, 
can inſpire us with: And thoſe are very unfit to inter- 
- meddle with, or be regarded in this Debate, who dare 
do handle it with a profane Irreverence and inſolent Buf- 


007, 
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1 Foonery. I ſhall only add, That I have left manifold Ara 


 guments for the ſupreme Deity of Christ from the Scri- 

ptures wholly untouch'd, becauſe I was willing to fix 

on, and vindicate thoſe only, againſt which the Author's 

Objections were levell'd. So that tis not from the leaſt 

_ diſtruſt of their Strength that they are here omitted, 

but only to prevent this Anſwer from ſwelling to too 
great a bulk, which is already enlarged far beyond my 


firſt Intention. May he that is the Way, the Truth and 


the Life, give us his H. Spirit to guide us into all neceſ- 
ſary Truth, that we may grow in Grace, and in the Know= _ 
ledge of our Lord and Saviour F. Chriſt, To whom be Glory 
both now and for ever, Amen ! I Pet. III. 1% 


B. 
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JF Thoughtfulneſs for the Morrow, with an Ap- 
pendix concerning the Immediate Deſire of Fore- 


i knowing Things to come. 


2. The Redeemer's Tears wept over loſt Souls, in a 


| Treatiſe on Luke 19. 41,42, With an Appendix, wherein 
| ſomewhat is occaſionally diſcourſed concerning the Sin a» 


geainſt the Holy Ghoſt, and how God is ſaid to will the Sal- 
vation of them that periſh. 


„ Of Charity in reference to other Mens Sins. 
4. A Sermon directing what we are to do after a ſtri& 


Enquiry, whether or no we truly love God. 


5. TWO Sermons preach'd upon theſe words Tied Jour- 


* to God. 


6. A Funeral Sermon for Mrs. Eſter Sampſon, late Wife 
of Henry Sampſon, Doctor of Phyſick, who died Novem, 
24. 1689. 

7. The Carnality of Religious Contention, in Two 
Sermons, preached at the Merchants Lecture in Broad- 


ſtreet. 


8. A Calm and Sober Enquiry concerning the Poſſibility | 


of a Trinity in the God-head, in a Letter to a Perſon of 
Worth; occaſioned by the lately Publiſhed Conſiderations | 


on the Explications of the Doctrine of the Trinity by | 
Dr. Wallis, Dr. Sherlock, Dr. Cudworth,&c. Together with 


certain Letters (hitherto unpubliſhed) formerly written 


to the Reverend Dr. Vallis on the ſame Subject. 


9. A Letter to a Friend concerning a Poſtſcript to the 
Defence of Dr. Sherlock's Notion of the Trinity in Unity, ' 
relating to the Calm Enquiry on the ſame SabjeR, 


10. 


BOOKS Printed for Tho. Parkhurſt. 
10. A View of that part of the late Confidetations ad- 
er, on that Subject. 


e Mrs. Fudeth Hammond, late Wife of the Reve- 


don. 
. Mr. Richard 1 *; Funeral Sermon. 
13, Mr. Matthew Mead's Funeral Sermon. 


W World. 
15. The Living Temple; or, A Deſigned Improve- 


of God. In two Volumes. Od@&avo. 


_—_ 
29; A Funeral Sn for that faithfol Learned Mini- 
ſter the Reverend Peter Vink, B. D. who Died Sept. 6. 1702. 
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| lo of Magaalen-College, Oxon. 55 


* New Teſtament of our Lord and Saviour Jeſus Chriſt : 


| 7 Wilkam Burkitt, Vicar of Dedbam. 


The Fountain of Life opened; or, A Diſplay of Chriſt 


in his Eſſential Mediatorial Glory : Containing Fourty two 


% Scrmons on Various Texts. Wherein the Interpretation 
of our Redemption by Jeſus Chriſt is orderly unfolded, as 
it was begun, carried on, and finiſhed by his Covenant, 


FTranſaction, myſterious Incarnation, ſolemn Call and De- 


1 dication, bleſſed Offices deep Abaſement and ſupereminent 
Advancement. 


—ͤͤ—ũ——àfw— —— ͥ T— — — 


|  , Ereſt to H. H. about the Trinity, which concerns the Sober b 
. A Funeral Sermon on the Death of that Pious Gen- 


rend Mr. George Hammond, Miniſter of the Goſpel i in n Lon. ; 


14. The Redeemer” S. Dominion over the Inviſible 5 


ment of that Notion, That a Good Man is the Temple 


16. Selt-Dedication , diſcourſed in the Anniverſary 9 
Thankſgiving of a Perſon of Honour for a great Deliver- ; 


\ Theſe Seventeen by Mr. J. Howe, M.A. and ſometime ng 


13K Expoſitory Notes, with PraQtical Obſervations on the 


The Whole being Deſigned for Private Families, and to 
Render the Daily Uſe of it profitable and delightful, By 


A Treatiſe of the Soul of Man, wherein the Divine Ori- 
ginal, excellent and immortal Nature of the Soul, are open- 
ed; its Love and Inclination to the Body, with the neceſ- 
ſity of its Separation from it, conſidered and improved. 
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B OOKS : Printed for Tho. Parkhurſt. 


The Exiſtence, Operations and States of ſeparated Souls 


both in Heaven and Hell immediately after Death, aſſerted, 

Aiſcuſſed and variouſly applied. Divers knotty and difficult 
Queſtions about Departed Souls, both Philoſophical and 

Theological, ſtated and determine. 


The Method of Grace in bringing home the Eternal Re- 
demption, contrived by the Father, and accompliſhed by | 
the Son, thro” the Effectual Application of rhe Spirit unto 
God's Elect, being the Second Part of Goſpel Redemption. 


The Divine Conduct, or Myſtery of Divine Providence, 


tits Being and Efficacy aſſerted and vindicated : All the Me- 
thods of Providence in our Courſe of Life open'd,with Di- 


rections how to apply and improve them. 


Navigation Spiritualiz'd, or a New Compaſs for Seamen, 
_ conſiſting of Thirty Two Points of Pleaſant Obſervations, 
Profitable Applications, ſerious Reflections, all concluded 


with ſo many Spiritual Poems, c. 


A Asaint indeed, the great Work of a Chriſtian, 


A Touchſtone of Sincerity, or Signs of Grace, and Sym- 


ptoms of Hypocriſie, being the Second Part of the Saint 


IN0608.- | £5 
A Token for Mourners, or Boundaries for Sorrow for 


the Death of Friends, | 


Husbandry Spiritualiz'd, or the Heavenly Uſe of Earth- 


1y Things. All theſe Nine by Mr. Jobs Flavel. 


1. A Plain Method of Catechizing, with a Preparatory 


Catechiſm, ſhewing that Miniſters, Parents and Maſters, 
- ought to be faithful Teachers of the Firſt Principles of the 
. Chriſtian Doctrine; and the Ignorant, Young and Old, 


: ought to be Diligent Learners of the Principles of the 


n Chriſtian Doctrine. By Thomas Dodlittle, M. A. In Com- 
paſſion to the Ignorant both Young and Old. The Fourth 


Edition compared by the Author with bis Manuſcript. 
y 1 2. The 


BOOKS Printed for Tho. Parkhurſt. 


' © 2. The Believers Duty towards the Spirit, and the Spi- 
'  rit's Office towards Believers ; or a Diſcourſe concerning 
Believers not grieving the Spirit, and the Spirit's ſealing vp * 


| Believers to the Day of Redemption: Grounded on Epheſ. = 
4. 30. By Henry Hinckman, B. D. V 

| Diſcourſes and Sermons on ſeveral Divine Subjects, by the 
late Reverend and Learned Divine David Clarkſon, B. D. 


ſometime Fellow of Clare- Hall in Cambridge, Folio. 


A Body of Practical Divinity, Conſiſting of above 176 


Bermons on the Leſſer Catechiſm, Compoſed by the Rever- 


_ead Aſſembly of Divines, by Thomas Watſon, formerly Mi- 
niſter of St. Stephens, Walbrook, London, Folio. 
Expoſitory Notes, with Practical Obſervations on the Four Holy 
Evangeliſts, wherein the Sacred Text is at large recited, the 
Senſe Explained, Doubts reſolved, Controverſies decided, Refle- 


ll @Qions avoided, ſeeming Contr adictions reconciled; and the in- 


ſtriuctive Example of the Holy J ESV S recommended to our 
emitation, By Will, Burkit, Vicar and Lecturer of Dedham 
Eſſex, Folio, 3 5 „„ 
The Whole Works of the Reverend Mr. Jobn Flavel, 
late Miniſter at Dartmouth in Devon, in Two Vol. Folio. 
A Diſcourſe of Angels, their Nature and Office, or Mini- 
ſtry, Wherein is ſhewed what Excellent Creatures they 


1 are, and that they are Prime Inſtruments of God's Provi- f 
| dence, and are employed about Kingdoms and Churches, 


and ſingle Perſons, and that under Jeſus Chriſt, who is 
the Head of Angels as well as Men, and by whoſe Pro- 
curement Angels are Miniſtring Spirits for ſinful men, 
alſo ſomething touching Devils and Apparitions, and Im- 
pulſes, with a practical improvement of the particulars _ 
handled, and of the whole Doctrine of Angels, Eſpecially . 
for the promoting of an Evangelical Life. 

Two Letters written by the Right Revernd Dr. Tho- 
mas Bariow, late Lord Biſhop of Lincoln, Concerning juſti- 
fication by Faith, to a Miniſter of his Dioceſe. Publiſhed 


| from his Lordſhip's Original Copy, together with the Mi: 


nifter's Letters that occaſion'd them. 


_ . The Author's Argument againſt the Supreme Dei | 
bis ſpeaking of God as diſtin from himſelf, anſwer d, p. 34,35. 
His ſecond Argument from Christ's owning a God over or above 


CON TEN 


Exceptions againſt it anſwer d, from p. 28. fo p. 33. 


8 8 


THE — 
TS 


HE Controverſy concerning the True Deity of our Bleſſed Savi- 


* 0 * 


.* our, Stated, from Page 17. to p. 21. 5 
The It Argument for the True Deity of Chriſt from the Divine 
F: Titles g2n 0 bin 12h nn nt, ag 


What the Author objects againſt it conſider d p. 21, 22, 3 


The True Deity of Chriſt prov'd from the Title of God over all bleſ- 


{ed for ever, Amen, from p. 23. to p. 77. 
The ſame prov'd from the Title of Lord of Lords, and the Author's 


+ 


Chriſt, from 


ty of 


him, anſwer'd, from p. 36 to 40. 


. The ſame Argument as reinforc'd, from 1 Cor. xv. 24, 25. Cc. an- 


ſner d, from p. 41. t0 46. 


. he Author's pretended Scriptural Account of the Deity of Oviſ, 5 


from x John 35,36. and 1 Heb. S, 9. refuted, from p. 47. to 50. 


The II Phil. 6. vindicated from the Authors Exceptions, from p. 50. 


= abſolute Almighty Pomer, prov d againſt the Arian Unitarians, 
The Author's Arguments againſt this ab ſoluate Ommipotence of Chriſt, 
rom V John 19, &c. anſner d, from p. 72. to p. 77. 
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y of pri t from the Divine Per- 


fections and Works aſcrib d to him, p. 55. 
The Firſt Argument under this Head from the Perfection of Abſolute | 
Omnipotence, p. 56. 
That ſuch Abſolute Omnipotence belongs to Chri/*, prov'd from the 


Work of Creation's being aſcrib d to hint, p. 57. 5 
That the Scriptures aſcribe the Creation to him proꝛ d again} the So- 


cinian Unitarians, from P. 57. 10 p. 68. 
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That the aſcribing the Creation to our Bleſſed Saviour demonſtrates his 


from p. 62. to p. 72. 


The 
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he Third Argument from Abſolute Onmiſcience, p. 81. | 
That this is aſcrib d to our Bleſſed. Lord, prov'd from ſuch Paſſages 
4s attribute to him the, Knonledge of all things, and the Argument 


The IIld Argument for ihe True Deity of Chri 


The CONTENTS. 


The ſecond Argument from Abſolute Goodneſs, That this is aferil'd 
to onr Lord Je ſus Chriſt, provd, p. 77,88. 
The Author's Reaſoning againſt it, from xix Math. 17. anſuer d, from 


pP. 79. to p. 81. 


indicated from the Author's Exceptions, from p. $1. to 84. 
The ſame prov'd from ſuch Paſſages as attribute to } 


of the heart, p.384,85,36. The Author's Exceptions againſt this 


.. from % 
be Author's Argument againſt the abſolute Omniſcience of Chriſt, 


from Rili Mark * anſner d, P. 97, 98. 


The Authors 5 Remarks to reinforce his foregoing Arguments, eſpe- 


clalh the laſt, anſwer d, from p. 98. 1% p. 1. 
from the Divine 


Il Ja 
Worſhip due to him, p. 104. | 


The Notion of Divine Worſhip fared, p. 104; 108: 4 
That the Scriptures require us to pay Divine Worſhip to our Bleſſed ; 


Saviour prov'd, from p. 105. to p. 113. 


i The different Opinion and Practice of our Adverſaries in this Point, 4; 
and particularly that of the Engliſh Unitarians, and of our Au- | 


. thor, from p. 113. to p. 115. 


The Author's Arguments againſt giving Divine Worſhip to our Sa- 1 
din ani{wered, jromp. 115.10 p. 11. 
| The Unreaſonableneſs of the Socimians in giving Divine Worſhip to, x64 
bim, while they believe him only a dignifyd Man, provd, and 


the Charge of Idolatry on this account made good, from p. 121. to 


The Opinion and Pratlice of the Unitarians.and the Author in giving th 


an inferior Religious Worſhip to our Bleſſed Saviour prov d to be 


highly injarious to him if he be truly God, If he be not, injurious \ 1 
to the honour of Gad, who is the ſole Object of Religious Worſhip, W 
and tending to juſtiſie both Pagans and Papiſts in their Demon- Q 


Worſhip, from p. 124. to p. 131. 
fice of Mediator anſwer'd, {rom p. 131. to p. 137. 
His Object. from 2 Acts 22. anſwer d, from p. 137. to p. 139. 


The Author's Objection againſt the Trae Deity of Chris from his Of- bY 


His Inſtances of the Unſteadineſs of Proteſtant Writers in dealing with n 
the Papiſts, and nith the Unitarians conſider d, from p. 139. to KH 


"X47; 
141. to the End. 


im the Knowledge 3 
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His general Reflections at the end of his Book animadverted on, from 1 
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VINDICATION 
tt OF THE 


. Truc Deity of our B. Saviour, Sc. 


ſo fully reveal'd in the H. Scriptures. ſo univerſally re- 

na ceiv d in the Chtiſtian Church, and is fo apparently 
eſſel inter woven with the whole Scheme of cur Holy Religion, that 
„ there needs no Apology to be made for a ſ{caſonabl: Defence 

of it, when tis ſo openly attack't, and with ſo unuſual a con- 
 fidence. It wou'd be rather molt tnexcuſable not to contend for 


his part of the Faith once deliver'd to the Saints, when the Ho- 


* | rs D»Arine of our Bleſſed Saviour's Divinity has heen N 


nur of our B. Lord, the Peace of his Church, and the Salvati- 
on of Souls, are ſo greatly endanger'd by the violent oppoſition 

ſhip te made to this important Truth. 3 

nd I ſhall at preſent confider a Pamphlet wrote on this Subject, 

21. 10 . Humble Enquiry into the Scripture account of 7, Chriſt, 
% Short Argument concerning his Deity and Glory according to © 

zi ding the Scriptures, ans IE FENCE 
o be I ſhall not enlarge on what is obvious to every One's Obſer— 


ſurious wittion, viz, How little the Title agrees with the rain of the 
orſhip, Wok. For few that read it with an unprejudict Mind can 


ink that the Author has made his Enquiry with due Humi- 
, when they conſider that he has in his Paper manifeſtly 
Wer-look*t the cleareſt proofs of the Eſſential Deity of Chriſt 
the H. Scriptures. and only put together ſuch paſſages as he 


) Winks make againit it, and yet on that very partial Repreſen- 
g with ion of the Arguments on one fide, has pronounc't againtt the 
39. to eeived Doctrine of the Chriſtian Church veith as mag con- 

= | : hdence, 


B 


j 


TY LO I 
04 
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ndence, as if he had clearly anſwerd all the Arguments alledgd 2 


wmuoilling for avoiding popular odium, to cover an Heterodoenl 
Bock with an Orthedox Title. 5 7 1 555 


Spirit, (a) By ordering our being bieſ't in the Name of each 


489 


on the other. „„ D „ ſa 
Nor is it any great Argument of the Author's candour and #1 
ſincerity to entitle his Paper, An Argument concerning the Dei) © 
and Glory of Chriſt, when the whole Deſign of it is to divet So 
him of the Glory of that true Deity which the Chriſtiaran 


Church aſcribes to him, and to degrade him to the Rank of fol 


meer d igniſied Creature, But we mult forgive him that he wan 


3555 
That I may therefore do ſorne Juſtice to this important Sub to 
zect by ſetting it in its true Light, It will be requiſite not onlgre 
to anſwer what the Author has alledg'd againſt the true Dei. 


ty of Chriſt, but to ſuggeſt ſome few at leaſt of thoſe manifol Dk 
| Proofs of it which the H. Scriptures ſo abundantly furniſh 19 


with; the due Conſideration whereof will in a great meaſurd® 


fake off tne force of his main Objections againſt it. 


To tiate the Queſtion aright, we muſt briefly conſideM 


What kind of Deity the Chriſtian Church aſcribes to our A 


Saviour, and what our Author is willing to grant him. n 
What the Chriftian Church believes concerning the Peda 

of Chriſt preſuppoſes the Doctrine of the H. Trinity, viz. Thot 

tho there is but One God, one divine and infinitely perfect F: 4 


ing, Yet that this One God, is ſome way Three as well as One nig 


That he is Father, Nord (or Son) and Spirit, That the Tera 
ctions of the one undivided Nature of God are as truly a0 
bed to the Hord and the H. Spirit as to the Father. And y: 72 
that the Tord and the H. Spirit are by peculiar relative Prove 
pertics, and by a different manner of Subſiſtence and Operat ins 
on, diſtinguiſh'd from the Father; ſome things being afcrib'd | Jin 
Scripture to the one that are not to the other, py 

Now, tho? the H. Scriptures reveal to us ſuch a Trinit) the 
the Unity of the divine Nature ; (as particularly by requiring: F 
us to be Baptiz'd in the Name of the Father, the Son, and the 15 


of theſe ſacred Three (b). See alſo 1 Joh. 5. 7---). Yet ho! " 
this One God is F ather, Word and Spirit, they have neither ful 
reveal'd, nor are wwe probably in this imperfect State capab el 
clearly to apprehend. We do indeed ſee ſome reſemblance (98 


| a wie" F —— 


79 
* 
2 


# (29 
ledg“ A Trinity in Unity in created Beings themſelves. We ſee the 
. ſame To to be the diſtinct Fountain of Motion, Light, and 
ir and Heat. We ſee the ſame Souls of Brutes to have diſtinct powers 
» Deit of vital Motion, Senſe and Appetite, We can diſcern in our own 
divel Souls a clear diſtinction between our vital Power, Underſtanding 
wriſtiazand Vill. Nay, we ſee in corporeal Beings themſelves a three- 
nk of fold dimenſion of length, and breadth, and depth. Now that 


he wa manifeſt Diſtinction in Created Beings which we find to be fo _ 


teroda entirely conſiſtent with their Unity, gives us juſt ground to 
cConclude, That 'tis very poſſible, and no way contradictory 
at Subto any ſolid Principles of Reaſon, that there may be a much 
ot on) greater Diſtinction in an infinite Being fully conſiſtent with the 
e Dei f ( 
anifo,Diftn@ion in the divine Nature, If they diſtinctly aſcribe not 
niſh only to the Father, but to the Word and H. Spirit, the peculiar 
_ eaſu Tit es, Perfection: and Operations of the divine Nature, and re- 

_ *. quire us to pay divine Homage to each of theſe ſacred Three, We 
onſidecught to entertain with humility and reverence what the B. 
3 our {God has thus diſcover'd concerning his own infinite Nature, 
Without any curious Enquiries beyond the line of divine Reve- 
he Deilation, How theſe ſacred Three are diſtinguiſh't from each 8 
. Th. and yet arc Une ere Gl. 
fect B., For we do believe ſeveral particular Perfections of the di- 
a« On:YIne Nature, tho our. Underſtandings are involv'd in the like 
je Perldifficulties how to form any clear diſtinct Ideas of em, or ſolve 
ly a{call the Ohjections rais'd againſt em. We firmly believe the 
And lame God to be Eternal, tho no man can detine to us what 
e. pr Eternity is. and how tis diſtinguiſh't from, and yet coexiſts with 
Operate ſucceſſive Duration of temporary Beings. We believe the 
crib'd! mmenſity of God, tho we cannot clearly conceive, How an un- 


Unity thereof. And therefore if the Scriptures aſſert ſuch a I 


divided Being can be everywhere preſent. without ſomething. 


Trinit) „ 5 the Extenſion of corporeal Beings. And we believe 
requirin® & divine Preſcience, tho no man can explain, How the con- 
1d the Fngent Actions of free Agents can be certainly fore-known by 
ge * divine Underſtanding, nor anſwer all the ſubtle Arguments 


Yet ho! unn be rais d againſt it. Nay, we that meet with ſo ma- 
ther füllt bings in our ſelves, and in the minuteſt Creatures round 
N capab iht us, that are beyond our reach to comprehend, ſhould 
blance 8 ®* WM nad that in ſuch a declaration as the great God 
. dt his own Infinite Nature, there ſhould be ſome things to 
_—_ nſearchable ; It would rather be ſtrange if it were otherwiſe. 
EW 6 B 2 Nov 
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the Deity of one of thoſe Sacred Three, I ſhall apply my ſelt ti 


the defence of that. os | | : 
2, to the Author's Opinion, he does not ſeem very clear it 
ſtating the Queſtion relating to the Dezty of our B. Sariour. 
For one while he propoſes it, Whether Chriſt be the Go] 


* Gods, or above all Gods ? (For this be tells us is the higheſt an 
e moſt glorious Title given to God in the Old Teſtament, when it. 


« 7 to make the moſt magnificent mention of his peerleſs grea 


& neſs and glory. et 


Put foreſeeing perhaps that Chriſt, whois over Angel 1. whon 


he tells us the Scriptures call Go, may be therefore ftiled 


cording to his own Hypotheſis God of Cods ; He ſeems willi 
to ſhitt the Q tion, and reduce it to this, Whether 7. Chri 


« 


bas any God vver him, who bas greater Authority and greater Als. m 
tity than himſelf, or no? . CCC 


Now this State of the Queſtion is unfair, and liable to j. 


the only begotten of the Father. 


The true State then of the Queſtion between him and us 


Whether Chriti as the Word and Only begotten of the Fat 


be only a Created finite Being, tho raiſed to eminent ſubordin © 


i Þ 
1 


No this Paper which 1 deſign to examine, only oppolin: . 


4 
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Exception. For, J. Chriſt is a complex ſubject, which (accors pr 
iug to the avowed Faith of the Chriſtian Church) includes {+ 
it, both his divine Perſon (on the account wheredf he is call 
the Word, and the only begotten of the Father) his human Nati 

and his Office of Mediator. Now in ſome ot theſe reſpects 

true That J. Chriſt has a God over him; In others, tis not. 
that his bare proving, That in ſome reſpe&s (as particula 
that in reference to his Human Nature, or to his Mediatory ( 
fice ) he has a God over him, will by no means prove, that 
is not the God of Gods, or ſupreme God, as he is the Word, 1 * 
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authority over all other Creatures, or be a Being of inn 


Perfections? Whether under this Character and Confiderat®* 7 


oline 
elt to 
ear i 
Ur., 


0d ( . 


eff an 
en it | 


great. 


who! 
led 
Willir 
Che 


er Al. 


to JU 
accol- 
udes 
s call 
Natu 
ects 


_ 


icula 


Fory ( 5 


that 
brd, 1 


nd us 
4 Fat. F 


oOrdin 


hat W. 


Angue; 
wr Aut? 


ons to 


4 


to the higheſt Authority over his Fellow-Creatures, or as he 
ſpeaks. The chief of ſubordinate Powers, © 1 
My Bulineſs then is to ſhew, That the Scriptures repreſent 
that Word that was made Fleſh, that only begotten Son of the Fa- 
ther that came into this world, and was partaker of our Fleſh 
and Blood to be the molt High God in the proper ſenſe of the 
word, viz, a Being of infinite Perfections, and not a Creature and 
finite Being, who is only call'd God on the account of his Eminent 
Dignity and Authority over his fellow- creatures. 
Now this I ſhall endeavour to prove from the peculiar 


Titles of the ſupream God, (or infinitely perfect Being) that are | 


given to our B. Saviour. from the ir ine Worſhip due to him. from 
the incommunicable Works and Perfections of God aſcribd to 
him. And under each of theſe Head, I thall have occaſion to exa- 
mine and anl wer what the Author has alledg'd 0 the contrary. 
%%% i or ne da 85 
I. The Argument drawn from the peculiar Titles of the Su. 
pream God, (or, the infinitely perfect Being) which are given 
= our B. Sawionr-rr. „ 5 
As to this, our Author tells us, © It zs not deny d by the Ar- 
e rians or Socinians that the B. Jeſus has the Title of God aſcribed 
to him ſometimes in the Scriptures, but the Queſtion is, In what 
& ſenſe + And having told us, That the word God inScripture | 
ſometimes lignifies the Supream Being, ſometimes Perſons inveſt- 
e with ſubrdinate power, as Angels or Magiſtrates, He con- 
cludes, © That the bare Character of God determines nothing in this 
* Caſe.becauſe it belongs both to the Supream and Subordinate Being 
in Power and Authority. And therefore propoſes the Queſtion, 
Whether Feſus Chriſt be God of Gods, or above all Gods ? Which 
he ſuppoles the peculiar Character of the ſupream Being. 


f info e Anſwer to this, We do not pretend that the bare Title 
pf in 


Ideral 


of inf. 


God given to our Saviour is a demonſtrative Proof of his be- 
g the molt High God, for the reaſon he alledges that Angels 
nd Magiſtrateſ are alſo called Gods, But we muſt diſtinguiſh 
between that Title being given in a proper ſenſe, and in a figura- 
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e (and by a catachreſig.) And *tis apparent that where that 
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Title is given to Creatures, tis either given in the Plural Num- 
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rative per (as to Angels and Magiſtrates) Or if given in the Sin- 
galar Number, tis in ſuch a particular Senſe, and under ſuch 


ture, ¶Circumſtances and Limitations as plainly ſhew *tis apply'd 


ure un y in a figurative ſenſe ; as in the Inſtance the Author gives 
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of Moſes being 4 God to Aaron and Pharaoh. Tho as to the to 

former 4 Ex, 16. Tis only ſaid Moſes ſhould be to Aaron in. & 

ſtead of God ; which plainly ſhe ws in how improper a ſenſe the WI 

word is us d. And this explains what is ſaid of Moſes being 4 thi 

God to Pharaoh, viz, That he ſhould repreſent God's Authori- Or 

ty in commanding, and exert his 1 in puniſhing Pharaoh, Pr. 
is 


So the Devil is called the God of this World, not only on th: Ny 
account of his uſurped Dominlon, but becauſe he was Wor. Be: 
% ͤ Worn nid neem 54 
Now when we argue for the Divinity of Chriſt from this 7 
Title of God, we not only inſiſt upon its being frequently gi. 90 
ven to him, ( which it is not to any Created Being, theſe few _ 
being the moſt plaufible Inſtances that can be alledg'd) but B. 
from its being given without any limitation, or any circumſtan-. 
ces that ſhou'd lead us to a figurative ſenſe of the Words 7 
Nay, on the contrary, in a manner that leads ns to take th: 7 
Title in its true and proper ſenſe. JC 3 
There is no appearance of any ſuch limitation and figurati ly 
ſenſe, when our B. Saviour is call'd Immanuel, or God with 1 
God manifeſted in the Fleſh, when he has the Title of Kees oe 
Lord, (which in the Septuagint anſwers to that of Fehovab)give: P 
him throughout the whole New Teſtament, when he is call“ 
the true God, ——1 John 5, 20,-— (For that that Title be ü 
longs to him, appears not only from the ordinary grammatici , . 
conſtruction of the words, but from its conjunction with tha hi 
other Title of Eternal Life, which in the beginning of that E A 
piſtle, c. 1. V. 2. is given to Chriſt as diſtinguiſh't from th th 
Father.) When he is call'd the Great God, 2 Tit. v. 13. (Fo Ky 
that that Title belongs to our Saviour is evident from hence - G 
That the glorious appearance there mentioned is never attributes &. 
to the Father, but always to our B. Lord.) But eſpecially whe v 
io many things ſpoken of the great Jehovah in the Old Teliz 1 
ment are ſo manifeſtly applied to our B. Saviour in the New. Se: P 
among many other Inſtances ſuch as theſe. 28 Iſa. 16. 2 Ju 1 
32. compar'd with 10 Rom. 11, 12,13, 14. $0 4 Eph. 8. com. 
par'd with 68 P/al. 18. 1 Cor. 10. 9. compard with 21 Nun, 
6. SO 1 Rev. 8, 11. —22 —13, compard with 44 1/a. 6.- t 
And many other ſuch paſſages, ſome of which I ſhall have o. 3 
caſion to ſpeak of. 5 = 
But to bring this matter to a ſhorter iſſue ; If it appear thi! 
ſuch Titles as are peculiar to the Supream God, and incommunicall 
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to any finite Being how dignify'd ſoever, are given to our f. 
$4viory in the H. Scriptures, The Argument from ſuch Tiles 


will hold good to prove his being the Supream God, Our Au- 
thor ſeems to allow, that if Chriſt were called the God of Gods, 
or a God above all Gods, It wou'd prove his Dir ini) in the 
proper ſenſe of the word. Now the Proof is as cogent from a- 
ny other Titles that are equally appropriated to the S#pream 
Being, and incommunicable to any finite created Being. 
As to ſuch incommunicable Titles, I ſhall only inſiſt on thoſe. 
two given to our B. Saviour, that of God over all bleſſed for euer. 
ee and that of Lord of Lords, ue ne ed 
Firſt, I would argue from that glorious Title aſcribed to qur 
B. Saviour of God over all bleſſed for evermore, . 
The Apoſtle Paul ſpeaking of the Jews, faith of em, Whoſe 


are the Fathers of whom, as concerning the Fleſh, Chriſt came, who 
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ly requiſite, 


pream God. 


is over all, God bleſſed for evermore, Amen. 9 Rom. 5. 
Jo make the Force of this Argument appear, It will be on- 


I. To ſhew that this Title is here given to our B. Saviour. 
II. That 'tis the peculiar incommunicable Title of the Sh. 


I. It will be requiſite to ſhew, That this Tile is here given 


to our B. Saviour, 


natic . And 'tis the more needful to clear this, becauſe tho Socinus 


hirnſelf freely gives up this point, yet 1 find our late Vnitari- 
ans generally chuſe rather to evade this Text, by telling us, 
that theſe laſt words in the Text are not a deſcription of our B. 


Saviour, but only a Doxology to the Father, and therefore ſhou d 


hence * 


ibutc 


7 whel 


Teſts 


W. Set 
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: 15countenanc'd by the Addition of Amen, which they tell 
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„ ription of our Lord Jeſus, 
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be render'd thus, Of whom as concerning 
God who is over all be bleſſed for evermo 
— Nay, ſome late Unitarians have preſumed to tell us tis proba- 
ble the word Cod was not originally in the Text. But this 
fetence of theirs is ſo fully confuted by the late Bp. of Worceſter 
n his Vindication of the Trinity, p. 154, 155, Cc. and by Dr. 
Whitby in his Paraphraſe on this paſſage, p. 48, 49, that I ſhall 
refer the Reader to thoſe Learned Authors for entire Satisfacti- 
IQ in that point. I ſhall only add, That the Unitarians pre- 


, 
* 4 


end their turning the words into an Ecphonema and Doxolo- 
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the Fleſh Chriſt came, 
re, Amen. . 


chere were no occaſion for, if the words were intended as a 
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But the vanity of this Evaſion will appear if we conſider th: © 
t llowing particulars 3 Eh I 
1. That (as Socinus himſelf well obſerves ) when the word 
_ *Evaoyaris or Bleſſed is intended by way of Doxology,it ought ut 
be put before the Perſon to whom *tis applied, not after hin. ca 
So that if the Apoſtle had intended the words for a Doxolog, ci 


they ſhould have run thus, Fun-yn75; 5 gy ex TdyrT@y Oe AU li 


But I may farther add, That 'Eunoyuns is never put fo 


'Fuacynits tT but where the ſenſe is imperfect and defedtiv: h 


without ſupplying the Verb. Whereas there is no Ellipfis a hy 
Imperfection at all as the words lye in the Original, ſo that th: E 
{upplying any ſuch Verb has theſe two intolerable faults in it. t 

The one that tis altogether unneceſſary, the ſenſe being com *c 
pleat without it; The ther that the ſupplying any ſuch Vail 


quite alters the ſenſe and purport of the words as they are i 


the Original, turning em to another ſubject withaut an) 
ground for it. Nay, I may juſtly add the words % in th: | 
Original are abſolutely neceſſary and uſeful if we undexitand. 
the paſſage as a Deſcription of our B. Saviour; Whereas tha 
are not only zſeleſs if we underſtand em as a Doxology. but c 
dangerous, as tending to miſguide us to interpret of Chriſt what 
the Apoſtle according to our Adverfaries intended only of th. 
Father, The Reader muſt excuſe ſuch Criticiſms when ow n 
Adverſaries uſe all imaginable ſubtlety to wrelt ſuch plain 
Texts from us. We are in this Caſe forc'd to fight em at thei it 
own Weapons. . | ER 1. 

But W“ ” 

2. That the Ap- intended not this for a Doxolopy, appears. 
Ee cauſe he is always wont in his Doxologzes to mention the be 
nehts conterr*d on ſuch on whoſe account he offers m. But 
this he had no occaſion for here; Not only becauſe thelt 
Privil: daes he mentions as appertaining to the Jews, and part 
cularly that of Chriit's Carnal Deſcent from em, were Priviledgs 
ſcparable from Salvation, but becauſe he here confiders th: 
Jewsare like to loſe all the Advantage of em thro their O 
wretched Infidelity, and on that account expreſſcs his Extrem 
ſorrow of heart for em, v. 2. So that he here mentions Chriſt's 
coming, not as matter of Foy io them, but like to turn to th. 
great Aggravation of their guilt and miſery. 3 
3. There was very juſt occaſion for the Ap. to add thel: 
words as a Deſcription of our B. Saviour. = 
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It was very fit that when the Ap. among other Eminent 
Priviledges appertaining to the Jews mentions this, That of 
them Chriſt came as concerning the Fleſh, that he ſhou'd enhance 
the Piivitedge by conſidering the Dignity of the Perſon that 
came, and his ſuperiority to thoſe ot whom he came, Eſpe- 
clally when we confider, That the Apottle fo carctully 
limits what he had ſaid of Chriſt's coming of them. That 
'twas only | d xaTd odgxe ] as concerning the Fleſh, Where- 


by he plainly intimates, there was ſomething to bee fdr d in 


him more than that Fleſh or Humane Nature he deriv'd by his 


Deſcent from them. And what it was he repreſents 106 unn 
this glorious Title, who is over all God bleſſed for euermore. Aud 


tis obtervable that every thing in that Title is oppos'd to their 
falſe opinion of him. They thought him a Meer Man, The 
Ap. tells em, He was God ; They thought him inferior to the 


Faivers, The Apoſtle ſtiles him, God over all; They accounted 


him accurſed, The Ap. ſtiles him, Bleſſed for evermore. 


all of the words being a formal Doxology, not an Aſſertion, be- 
caulc tis cllewhere added upon the mention of this Title, 


where there is only an Afſertion, no formal Doxology. Tis ſo 


in this very Evlilile, (2) They ſerved and worſhipped the Creature 
more than the Creator, who is God bleſſed for evermare, Amen, 


+ But as to the Author, I necd the leis inſiſt on this, becauſe 
in diſcourſe on this Subject he own*d theſe words as a Deſerip- 
tion of aur B. Saviour, but expounded em of his being the chef 


f thoſe ſubardinate Powers that are call'd Gods in Scripture. 
I come therefore 5 
II. To fhew, That this of God over all, hleſſed for evermore. is 
the Incommunicable Titlc of the God of Gods, or the Supreme 
God. And this will ſufficiently appear, if we confider 
I. This Title is no where elfe in Scripture given to any Cre- 
5.4 Being, or Subordinate Power, but always to the Supreme 
$704. | | 

I cannot find that this Title of God Bleſſed, or Bleſſed for 
ever more, Ocurrs oftner than four times in the New Teſtament. 
(For as to the word Bleſſed apply'd to God, 1 Tim. cap, I. v. 11. 
And 1 Tim. cap. 6. v. 15, Tis not in the Original *Evaoynrs, 
put Haude or Happy. However tis there alſo appropriated to 
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I ſhall enly add, That the Addition of Amen is no proof at 
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dition, over all, cannot be thought any diminution of this 11- 
luſtrious Character. For that is alſo elſewhere given to the 


CPE O _ n * 
ad - 4 . — — - _— - _ 
p . . a Ser- 5 — ISEST 
* = - 6 - > — E a 
eee RA 5 4 — - 
— r= 5 — 2 8 , . l 
> py < we * = — — 1 — = * 
— — — — A— _ — - a . 
... 2 . . ods Lorne: thr ** 
. ay — 2 — - — —— — > * — Fu — wy 9 0, — r 
” ep wore oy 4 Ss — ow 
* 


(as Monſieur Le Clerk would repreſent it) concerning the or- t 
dinary Cuſtom of the Jews to add to the Name of God this 5 
Title of Bleſſed for evermore. And had the Ap. believ'd our Savi- 
our to be no more than a dignify d Creature, he cou'd not f. 
have put a greater ſtumbling- block before the Jews to harden 4 
( 

. 

y 


racter which they had always appropriated to the great Jeho. 
vah. For he might be ſure they wou'd take theſe words to I 


Church. But 


the moſt High God). And in every one of thoſe places tis ma. 
nifeſily apply d to the moſt High God, Tis fo in the Queſtion _ , 
propos d by the High-Prieft to our Saviour, Art thou Chriſt the 1 
Sion of the Bleſſed * * Tis ſo in Rom. 1. v. 25. ---- (Of which more 1 
anon). *Tis fo 2 Cor. 11. v. 31. ---- Where the God and Father 
of our Lord J. Chriſt is deſcribd in expreſſions plainly parallel + f 
to thoſe here us d concerning our Saviour, 9 & 'Evacynres i * ( 
G, who is bleſſed for evermore. And I hope the peculiar Ad- 


Father (c). I may therefore here juſtly challenge our Adver- 
faries to produce any other place where this Title is given to 
any Creature how dignity'd ſoever. And it they cannot, How 
unreaſonable is it to ſuppoſe this the Character of a Creature here, 
which is everywhere elſe appropriated to the moſt High God ? 


Pe wit...  y* 


Nay, *tis obſervable, That where any Creatures are in the * 


New Teſtament called Bleſſed, the word is not 'Funoynres, * 


but "Evaoynuer®. See 1 Lake 42. where tis apply'd to 


the B. Virgin, and to the fruit of ber Womb, the Man Chriſt e. 
7cſizs, Nor is that obſervation of Dr. Hammond groundleſls 


'em in their Infidelity, than by giving him a Title and Cha- 


be an Aſcription of Divinity to him in the moſt ſtrict and ' 
proper ſenſe. So that the Ap. cou'd not have ſpoken more 
unwarily and dangerouſſy to the prejudice of the Chriſtiaa 

Cauſe, had he been of the Opinion of our late Unitarians, . 
but nothing cou'd have been added more ſeaſonably and v 
juſtly according to the received Doctrine of the Chriſtian 7 0 


2. This Argument is the ſtronger, if we conſider, That this / 


Character js given to the moſt High God as diſtinguiſh't from al fi 
Creatures whatſoever, |. 


6 c) Eph, 6. | 
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na-. ?Tis fo in that foremention d place, 1 Rom. 25.--- where the 
ion _ Ap. charges the Gentiles with worſhipping and ſerving the Crea- 
the ture more than (or rather beſide Tags.) the Creator, who is God 
ore bleſſed for evermore, Amen. The Creatures the Gentiles ſerv'd 
her were many of em ſuch Demons and Deccaſed Heroes, as they 
Hel + ſuppos'd to be ſubordinate Powers, but rais'd to the Dignity of 
; « © Gods; From all theſe the Apoſtle diſtinguiſhes the true God the 
Ad- Creator of the world by this Title of God bl:ſſed for evermore, q. d. 
II. That God, to whom alone the Bleſſing and Adoration of all intelli- 
the gent Creatures is and will be for ever due. Now with how little 
ver- Juttice coud the Apoſtle fix this ſevere reproach on the Gen- 
1to tile-Philoſophers, (for of them he here ſpeaks) when they 
ow might from his other Epiſtles retort his own Argument 
ere, upon him. © Can it be ſuch a Crime in us to worſhip a 
de * Creature, beſides the Creator, when you your ſelf propoſe a 
the ** dignify'd Creature as an Object of Religious Adoration, to 

whom you tell us, every Knce ſhou'd bow, and every Tongue 
| to ** confeſs his Dominion (a); Nay, when you even cloath this 
Iiſt exalted Creature with ſo glorious a Character as that of God 
leſs over all Bleſſed for evermore, which you here give to the Crea- 
or- tor; nay, when in other Writings you aſcribe the Creation to 
this him? (6) Can that then be 1dolatry in us that is none in you? 
avi- And ſhog'd the Vnitarians here ſuppoſe the Apoſtle to alledge 
not for himſelf, That he did not give to Chriſt Supreme, but only 


« * 4 


X 


© Subordinate, worſhip (as our Author himſelf profeſſes he dos) 
tha (c). The Gentiles wou'd readily alledge the ſame Diſtinct ion 
eho. to quſtitie their worſhip of thoſe Creatures whom they ſup- 
to pos d to be exalted to the dignity of inferior Gods, The Ap. 
and might indeed blame em for their ill choice of thoſe ſihordinate 


1076 Powers they worſhip't, but cou'd never juſtly, upon the Prin- 
tian ciples of our Adverſaries, charge them as 1dolators for wor- 
ans, ſhipping the Creature beſide the Creator, who is God bleſſed for ever; 


and when the Apoſile himſelf, and all Chriſtians, (if they were of 
tian our Author's Opinion) did worſhip a Creature beſides the Crea- 
Lor, nay, under the very Title of God, nay, of God over all hleſ- 
this ſed for ever. But of this I ſhall have occaſion to ſpeak more 
n all Fully under the Argument drawn from the Divine Worſhip due 
to our B. Saviour. My 
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Sccondly, 1 would argue from that other Title aſcrib'd to 


our B. Saviour, viz. Lord of Lords, XIX. Kev. 16, 


And I the rather chuſe to inſiſt on this, becauſe cur Au- 


| thor owns indeed this Title to be given him, but endeavours 
to diſprove this Interence drawn from it, „„ 

Io this purpoſe he tells us, That the Title of Lord of 
& Lords denotes an Inferior Character compar'd with that 
of God of Gods, as appears by that 1 Cor. VIII. 5. tho it 
be included in the Superior, ſo that he who is above all 


Gods, is alſo over all Lords, but not contrariwiſe, p. 2. 
Anſw. That the Title of Lord of Lords notes an Inferior Cha- 


_ rater compar'd with that of God of Gods, fo that he may b- 


Lord of Lords, who is not God of Gods, is not only aſſerted by 
the Author without any ſolid proof, but againſt the current ot 
the H. Scriptures, which do as truly appropriate the Title ot 
Lord of Lords as that of God af Gods to the great Jehovah, or 


New Teſtament, 


that Title of God of God 
above all Gods whatſoever, and imply there is no God above 


him; There is the ſame Reaſon why the Title of Lord of Lords | © 

ſhou'd ſet him ta whom it is given above all Lords whatſoe- | © 
ver, and imply that there is no Lord above him. But this the 
Author will by no means grant to be true of our B. Saviour, 
and therefore is forc'd againſt the ſtrain of Holy Writ to ſup- |: 
pole there are two diſtinèt Beings, (one Finite, the other Infinite) | * 
to whom yet the ſame . of Lord of Lords does belong. | © 


Whereas the aforementioned Text makes this to be the Title 


of him who is the Bleſſed and only Potentate, who therefore has 


no Rival with him in this glorious Character. 


B. Saviour, My Lord and my God. XX. John 28. 


And 1 may here juſtly add, That the Title of Lord of Lord, ; 


is Equivalent to that of Lord over all. Now that Title of Lord 
over all is made by the Apoſtle Paul Equivalent to that 1 je 


3 . 


only true God. See in the Old Teſtament, X. Deut. 17. The Lord | 

your God is God of Gods, and Lord of Lords, a great Ged,mighty | 

and terrible, &c, So 136 Pf. 2, 3. And in the N 

I Tim, 6.15. The great God is deſcrib'd as the Bleſſed and on!) 

Potentate, th: King of Kings, and Lord of Lords, And indeed if | 
ſet that Being to whom it is given, 


And St. Thomas ſeems not to have been of the Author's Opi- | 4 


= 77 


F 


nion in this point, but on the contrary to have ſuppoſcd the 
Title of Lord and God equally due to the ſame Object of Relig- 
ous Worſhip, when he cries out in his devout Addreſs to our 


5 : 
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(29) 
8 Hovab in the Old Teſtament, and yet in the ſame place is given 
by him to our B. Saviour. He cites from the Prophet 7oc! 
- thoſe words, He that calls on the Name of Jehovah ſhall be ſa- 
s | ved, 10 Kom. 13. Whom the Prophet ſtiles 7chovah he calls 
L ordl over all, ver. 12. And that by that Lord over all he under- 
of ſtands our B. Saviour is evident from the following Verſe. For 
2 it was him the Apoſtles were ſent to Preach, and to invite both 
i. | Jews and Gentiles to Belzeve and Call upon, v. 14. (Of which 
more will occurr under the Argument from Divine Worſhip.) |} 
But Our Author referrs us for proof of what he ſays, That 
,. [& the TH of Lord of Lords denotes an Inferior Character, to MY} 
Lo. d er DG 
„Baut if it be Enquir'd, How this appears from that Text? 1 
ſee not what the Author has offer'd to prove it, unleſs we will 
take for proof of it what he ſaith in the ſecond Column of the 
ſecond Page, which I ſhall carctully conſider. 5 
e How manifelily (faith he) are the One God and One 
* Lord diſtinguiſh't ? 1 Cor. 8. 6. And that there may be no 
* pretence to ſay with Placæus, That the God, and the Lord, 
or the Cauſe of which all things are, and the Cart(c by 
or thro which all things are, are but two things ſaid of the 3 
* fame one God, We may ſee em more clearly diſtinguih't WM 
& 4 Eph. 5, 6. where by mterpoting other things between the RK 
One Lord and One God, viz. One Faith, One Baptiſm, It RF 
e appears evidently, That theſe were not intended as two 
% Characters of the ſame Being. Te 5 
Anſw. To clear this, I may juſtly premiſe that the Title here 
given to our B. Saviour is not Lord of Lords, but the Lord by WM 
whom are all things, Nay, tho it ſhould be granted to our Au- 
thor that the bare Title of Lord may fometimes note one in | 
Office inferior to the Father (which he has yer no way provd) Wi 
yet this wou'd make nothing for our Author's purpoſe againſt 
the True Dezty of Chrift, unleſs he could thew us, That Chriſt's 


; being call'd the Lord by whom all things are, did imply him t 
oy be only a dignifyd Creature, and ſo a Being diſtinguiſh't Fan 


* the Father in Nature and Eſſential Perfectionc. For the Son of 

a God may be in reſpe& of Office inferior to the Father, and ſuſtain 
on a Character inferior to his, without any inequality in reſpect 
ds bY Of Effential Perfections, (as I ſhall have occaſion to ſhew: after- 


N 


Now 


6 30) 
Nov that the Apoſtle does not by the Lord by whom all things 
are, intend a meer dignify'd Creature, diſtinguiſh't from the Fa- 
ther in point of Eſſence, Placæus has offer'd ſeveral Reaſons, to 
prove which our Author has offer d no Reply to, and the Au- f 
thor produces but one Argument againſt it, which has no 


— — — 
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manner of force. „%% os Rs 
As to Placeus's Arguments I ſhall only mention and enforce 
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Reaſoning ſolid and clear. N 5 
The Apoſtle had aſſerted, That an Idol in the World was no- 
thing, according to the known Doctrine of the Old Teſtament, 


things : i, e. All the Objects of the Worſhip of the Gentiles 
were nothing in point of real Divinity. On the contrary 
he aſſerts, That there is none other God but one, And how do's 
he prove this? Tis by this Argument. For tho? there be that 
Wl are called Gods, whether in Heaven or Earth; i. e. Tho' the 
Il Heathens have a multiplicity of Gods both Celeſtial and Ter- 

Wl reftrial), As there be Gods many, and Lords many; (i. e. as 
there are many ſuch Demons whom the Heathens own'd as 
Gods and Lords) (a) But to us (i. e. to us Chriſtians) There 
_ 7s but One God the Father of whom are all things, and we in (or 
for) him ; And One Lord Feſus by whom are all things, and we by 


Pagan Polytheiſm) according to two different manners of Subſi- 
ſtence and Operation) which are peculiar to the Father and the 
Son, viz, The Father as the Cauſe of whom all things are, and we 
in or for him, The Son as the Cauſe by whom: all things are, and 
we by bim, The one difſtinguiſh't by the Character of God, The 


elf, as well as with the receiv d Doctrine of the Chriſtian 
Church. And even tho Lord ſhou'd denote a lower Chara- 


. r 
* = 


C4) That this is a juſt Paraphraſe of the Apoſtle's Expreſſions in op- 
poſition to the Paraphraſe of the Socinians, re- advanc't of late by 
Monſieur Le Clerk, who underſtands by Gods and Lords, Angels and 
Magiſtrates, J muſt refer the Reader for fuller ſatisfaction to Dr. 
Whitby's Paraphraſe, p. 141. where he will ſee that new Expoſition 
ſolidly confuted. 5 | 1 
dct 


1. Becauſe this Suppoſition alone can render the Apoſile's Et 


that brands all the Deities of the Gentiles as Vanities and No- 


him.” Now if we ſuppoſe the Apoſile to deſcribe that One 9 
God (whoſe Unity he intended to prove in oppoſition to the | 


other of Lord, we make him argue conſiſtently with him- -þ 4 


„ 


Ctcer belonging to Chriſt as Mediator, yet if he to hem tis 
given be in reſpect of his Nature God as well as the Father, ſtill 
the Apoſtle argues confifiently, and well proves, That Chri- 
| © flians have no other God but one. becauſe they cwn but one Fa- 
> ther that ſuſtains the Rights of the Deity, and One Lord that is 
the Adminiſtrator of the Divine Kirędem, ard is One in Eſ- 
= {cence with 88 
ut on the other hard. if we ſuppoſe, That the Apoſtle by 
One Lord means only a Dignify'd Creature, a Being entirely di- 
flint frem the tive God, and yet a God by digutation, His way 
of Reaſoning will be very unaccountable and ſtrange. For ac- 
cCording to this ſuppoſition the Ap. proves there is no other God 
but One in oppofition to the Heathens Polytheiſm. How 2 Why 
becauſe though the Heathens have many Gods and Lords, yet 
we Chriſtians have but One God the Father. who alone is God 
' by Ffſence. and One Lord, who is God by Office and Deputa- 
tion. Which in Effect is to prove, that to Chriſtians, There 
is no other God bat One, becauſe to them there are but Two, 
One Eſſential God, and another Made God, One God by Na- 
ture, and another by Office, Beſides, if we ſuppoſe with the 
 Unitarians, That the Ap. intends, One God with that Limita- 
tion, of One that is God of himſelf and by Nature, we ought in 
all reaſon to apply the like limitation to one Lord, and under- 
tand it of One who has this Lordſhip and Dcminion of him- 
ſſelf. But this wou'd overturn their Opinion concerning our B. 
Saviour, whoſe Dominion they will by no means allow to be 
from himſelf. „„ 5 Ss ot 
2. And this Argument will appear the ſtronger, if we add to 
it, That the Expoſition of our Adverſaries wou'd give the Gen- 
tiles a fair handle to juſtifie their Worſhip of their Inferior Deitzes, 


For the Learned Pagans might juſily retort on the Apoſtle, 


We own as well as you, That there is but One God, i. e. One 
7 whois God of himſelf. and the Supreme God, but it will not 
2 thence follow, That all the Inferior Demons we worſhip have 
nothing of Divinity in em, and that no worſhip is due to em. 
For we ſuppoſe em conſtituted as Inferior Gods by the favour of 
the Supreme God, on the account of the Lordſhip and Domini. 
on he has deligated to em. We ſuppoſe that he has advanc't 


em to that Dignity, and allows our paying em an inferior Re. 


Lion Homage. (a) Now what do we in this matter more than 
(a) See Ceſſus making this very Plea for Demon-Worſhip, Celſ. 4p. Orig. 


tv, p. 381, 421 you 


. „ . 
you Chriftians, who beſides that One God that is of himſelf, own 
another God, and pay a Religicus Homage to him, even to one 

who is but a God by Courteſie and Deputation? So that if our 
Demons are but Fictitious Deities, to whom no Worſhip is due, 
There is as little due to your Made God, who is as meer a N. 
thing in point of true Divinity as ours. All that I can fee capa. 
ble of being reply'd is, That the Heathens were miſtaken 11 
thinking their inferior Dc ties to be conſtituted ſuch by the &. 


pre mie God; but ſtill their Argunient, according to the Vnitar ian 
Hypotheſis, ſufficiently clears their Pemon-ivorſhip froni being I. 
latrout. Of which more will occurr under the Head of Wor. | 


ſhip. 


cannot be the Character of a meer Dignify'd Creature. 


Tis mention'd as the Character of the true God, That of hin.. 
and thro (or by) him, and to him art all things, Rom. 11. 35. And! 
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3. I may juſtly add, That to be the Cauſe by whom are all 3 lc 
things, is the peculiar Character of the True God, and therefor: | * 


8 
9 
1 
. . 
N 


this Phraſe is apply'd to Chriſt, when the work of Creation F [ 


is aſcrib'd to him, Eph. 3. v.9. 1 Col. 16. (which TI ſhall anon 
ſhew to be the peculiar work of the True and Supream God), | © 
And therefore thoſe Arrians are plainly miſtaken who tell us,“ 
that this phraſe, all things are by him, denote only a finite inſtru- | 
mental Cauſe ſubſervient to the firſt, Whereas it appears from 


the fore-cited place, That this Expreſſion is applied to the firſt 


Cauſe, by whom, as well as of whom, all things are. All things [* 
are of the Father, by the Eternal Word, And this is agreeable 


to 1 Foh.v. 1. 2. 


Nor can our Adverſaries juſtly pretend, That the Apofile's 

ſaying, To ws there is but One Cod the Father, do's exclude all but 
the Father from being God. For by the fame Reaſoning theſe 
words, To ws there is but One Lord, wou d exclude all but Chriſi 
from this Character of Lord. (As ſeveral of the Ante-nicene Fa- 


thers very well argue in commenting on theſe words). 


But Our Author inſtead of making any Reply to Placeuęs A- 


guments, pretends to overturn em all with one Objection, 212. 
That we may ſee the One Cod and One Lord more clearly diſtin- 
(e 4 1 11 1311 
gꝗuiſh't. Eph. 4. v. 5, 6. Where by inter poſing other thing s between 
* the One Lord, and One God and F ather. viz, One Faith, and Oit 
* Baptiſm ; It evidently appears, That theſe were not intended as 
to Charaders of the ſame Being. . 8 


. 


But 


n But how dos this evidently appear? It do's indeed app?2r, 
hat the Apottle diſtinguiſhes between that One Lord, and the 
Father, But how do's it appear, That he diſtinguiſhes between 
em, as between two Binge, the one whereof was only a fuite 
„ 2 dignifyd Creature, the other wncreated and infinite“ Why may 
not the ſame Cod according to one manner of ſubfifience and 
> operation be call'd God the Father, and according to another dif- 
> ferent manner of ſubſiſtence and operation be ſtiled in reſpect 
> of his Mediatory Kingdom Lord And why may not theſe 
Jo that are diſtipguiſh'd from each other in their manner of 
ſubſiſtance, their relative Properties, and their Characters in the 
Oeconomy of our Salvation, be mention'd diſtinctly, and at 
ſome diſtance in the ſame Paragraph, without ſuppoting em to 
or: | be diſtinguiſh't from each other in reſpect of eſſential Perfecti- 
ons, or without ſuppoling 'em to be two ſuch diſtinct Beings 
im. as God and a meer dignify'd Creature are? Eſpecially when thoſe 
nd words, one Faith, and one Baptiſm, are fitly mention'd after one 
ion | Lord, as the genuine diſtinguiſhing Characters of thoſe that be- 
non long to his Mediatory Kingdom. It the Author ſee any force 
14), in his own Argument, he muſt excuſe us that we do not, but 
us, think there is incomparably greater ſtrength in the Arguments 
tra- [Fon tne other fide, which he thought fit to take no notice of. 
rom BR I ſhall only add under this Head, that the very Title of Lord 


firſt xe. fo univerſally given to our Saviour thro? the New Te- 
ings I ſtament, and anſwering to that of Zehorah in the Old, has been 
able {enlarged on as a Proof of our Saviour's Divinity by the 
[8 Biſhop of Sarum, (a) whoſe Reaſoning on that Head the Author 
file's bas not thought fit to take any notice f. 
| but , Having thus far purſued the Argument from the peculiar 
theſe Titles of the Supreme God being given to our B. Saviour, it will 
hriſt Abe proper for me under this Head to take notice of the two firſt 
e Fi- Arguments he advances againſ the true Divinity of our B. Saviour. 
I is firtt Argument is, That our Lord J. Chriſt expreſiy ſpeaks 
s A. another God diſtinct from himſelf, Several times we find him 
, viz. . Jaying, My God, of another. 27 Matth. 46. My God, my God, 
iftin- I. why baſt thou forſaken me ? Sure he intended not to ſay, My ſelf, 
repre BE my ſelf. why haſt thou E me 9? This God was then di- 
4 One BF ftinet from himſelf, as he declares in other places, 7 John 17. 
led as EF He ſhall know of my Doctrine whether it be of God, or whether 
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(2) Sce Biſhop of Sarum's F our Diſcourſes, from pag. 110, ro p. 121. 


But C „ 1 ſpake 


, 


«7 ſpeak »f my jelf. So 8 John 42. Where tis to be noted that ht 


5 
4 


Fg 
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© And therefore in all juſt Conſtruction he eannot he ſuppor'd to be 
© that ſelſf fame God, from whom he diſtinguiſhes, and to who: 
** he oppoſes, himſelf. _ Co, ; 
 Anſw. *Tis ſomething ſtrange, That the Author ſhou'd take 
no notice of what had been briefly offer'd in an{wer to thi: 
Argument in the Remarks on Mr. E- Caſe, But ſure he can 
never expect this Argument ſhou'd ftagger thoſe who believ: 
that there are Imo Nature united in our Lord feſus, unleſs h. 


had firſt overthrown that important Article of our Religion 
(What he has offer'd afterwards will be conſider'd in its due f 

place.) Chriſt as Man diſtinguiſhes himſelf from God, There- | * 
tore the Word to which his Human Nature was united, can- | 


not be God, tho apparently call'd ſo. Where is the Contc- 


* does not diſtinguiſh himſelf from him as the Father, but as God, 


TT 
1 1 


quence? All the force of the Argument lyes in this, That * 


whenever Our Lord Jeſus ſpeaks of himſelf, he mutt be nece- 


ſarily ſuppos'd to include all that is in his Perſon. But this 
is a manifeſt miſtake. Our Author himſelf grants, That that 


may be affir med of a Perſon which belongs only to a part s 
him, p. 8. And nothing is more uſual in our common forms 
of Speech than to apply that to our ſclves, which is true only Þ7 
of a part of our Compounded Nature; as one may ſay, 1 my Þ* 
ſelf was wounded, or fick, when only his Body is ſc, not his 
Soul, Thus our Lord Jeſus faith to his Diſciples after his Re- 
ſurrection, Behold my hands ana my feet, That tis Imy ſelf, Er 
a Spirit has not fleſh and bones, as ye ſee me hare. Where he calls Þ* 
his Bod y, himſelf. And what if we ſhou'd hereupon argue 3 
our Author, That our B. Saviour had no Soul or Spirit, becauſe 
he ſpeaks of himſelf as diſtinct from a Spirit, and therefore can- . 
not be ſupposꝰd to have any Spirit, from which he diſtinguiſhes, 
and to which he oppoſes, himſelf; Wou'd he take ſuch Reæaſon- « 
ing for any better than weak Sophiſtry? And why may not] 
gur Lord Jeſus then call his Human Nature himſelf, as well s 
his Human Body“ Why may he not as Man diſtinguiſh him- e 


{elt from God“ And the Author knows well enough, It wa 
as Man that he ſuffer'd thoſe Agonies on the Croſs, and as Ms" 
that he came to reveal the Will of God to the Sons of Men: 
But the Author thou'd tell us, how we ſhall reconcile his At. 
gument with Chriſt's being ſo often and expreſly (tiled Go, 
whereas he ſuppoſes him always diſtinguiſh't from God * 7 


(35 1 
he can no way ſolve the Difficulty without that Diſtinction of 
2 God by Nature, and a God by Office. So that the Debate will 
{| come to this, Whether of theſe Diſtinctions be more confor- 
* mableto the Strain of the H. Scriptures, 28. Our Diſtinct n 
of two Natures in the Perſon of our E. Saviour, with which we 
ſolve the Paſſages he mentions ; Or his Diſtinction of a 


xx Exod. 3. a „ . 

And this leads me to what he adds under this Argument 
from that fore-cited Text, 1 Cor. 8. 4. But having already 
Z confider'd his weak Reaſoning from that Pailage, p. 14, 15, G. 
I ſhall refer the Reader thither. And come to his 4 
Is Second Argument, 21x. 5 | 
Our Lord feſus not only owns another than bimſclf to be God, 
but alſo that he is above or over himſelf, Which is plainly alſo 
e intimated by the Apoſtles, Himſelf loudly proclaims his ſub- 
jeckion to the Father in many Inſtances, In general he declares 
his Father to be greater than he. Xiv John 28, 50. X c. 29. 
He ſaith, He came not in his own, but his Father's, Name and 
Authority. V Joh 43. That he ſought not his own, but God's, 
Glory; nor made his own Will, but God's, bis Rule, And in 


| ? God by Nat wre, anda God by Office or Deputation, to which he 
' |. muſt flee to reconcile thoſe Paſſages in which Chriſt is dittin- 
9 guiſh'd from God with thoſe wherein he is called God. We 
aan ſhew him our Diſtinction clear in ſeveral Paſſages, (as 
ohn 1. 1. 9 Rom. 5. 1 Tim. 3. 16. ). Eut we cou'd never yet 
diſcern any Footltep of the other in the H. Scriptures, . W 
* | 2 which aſſure us, That to us, ( Chriſtians ), There it no other WM 
God but One, 1 Cor. 8. 4. And the very frſt Command 
I ſfiricly forbids our Owning any other as G but him, b 


uch a poſture of ſubje&ion be came down from Heaven to this x 
Earth. So that it ſhou'd ſeem that Nature that did pre-exiſt F 
did not poſſeſs the ſupreme Will, even before it was incarnate, #7 
vi John 38. Again, he owns his dependance on his God and Fa- 
ther, even for thoſe things which tis pretended belong to him Tl 
a God, viz. the Power of working Miracles, V John 19, 20s | 

b 


* Of raifng the Dead, v. 26. Of executing univerſal Judgment, 
1 0 v. 27. Fall which he ſays. Of my own ſelf 1 can ag nothing, 
v. 30. In like manner his Apoſtles declare his ſubjection to ano- 
tber; not only as bis Father, but as his God, which is moſt em- 
3 5 phatically expreſſed in calling the moſt B. God, the God of ous 
Lord Jeſus, after bis mes was over, I Eph. 17. Fog 
0 | 1 85 DS | | tus 
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* T ſpeak »f my ſelf. So 8 John 42. Where tis to be noted that : h 

doc not diſtinguiſh himſelf from him as the Father, but as (, © 
And therefore in all juſt Conſtruction he eannot be ſuppos*d to be 
© that ſelf fame God, from whom he diſtinguiſhes, and to whom 7; 
* he oppoſes, himſelf. _ 5 * 
 Anſw. *Tis ſomething ſtrange, That the Author ſhou'd take“ 
no notice of what had been briefly offer'd in anſwer to this“ 


Argument in the Kemarks on Mr. E---'s Caſe, But ſure he can] 
never expect this Argument ſhou'd ſtagger thoſe who believe! 
that there are Two Natures united in our Lord jeſus, unleis he | > 
had firſt overthrown that important Article of our Religion 

(What he has offer'd afterwards will be conſider'd in its due, 
place.) Chriſt as Man diſtinguiſhes himſelf from God, Theres | 
tore the Word to which his Human Nature was united, can- þ 
not be God, tho apparently call'd ſo. Where is the Conte! 

quence? All the force of the Argument lyes in this, That Þ 

whenever Our Lord Feſus ſpeaks of himſelf, he mutt be nece- ! 

farily ſuppos'd to include all that is in his Perſon. But this 7 
is a manifeſt miſtake. Our Author himſelf grants, That that! 7 1 

may be affirmed of a Perſon which belongs only to a part c 8 

him, p. 8. And nothing is more uſual in our common forms <« 

of Speech than to apply that to our ſelves, which is true only e , 

of a part of our Compounded Nature; as one may ſay, Imy Ie; 
felf was wounded, or ſick, when only his Body is ſc, not his « ; 

Soul, Thus our Lord Jeſus ſaith to his Diſciples after his Re-! 0% | 

ſurrection, Behold my hands and my feet, That tis Imy ſelf, Fu e L 

a Spirit has not fleſh and bones, as ye ſee me have, Where he calls cc 2 

his Body, himſelf. And what if we ſhou'd hereupon argue 5 4 « G 
our Author, That our B. Saviour had no Soul or Spirit, becauſe ÞY « ;- 
he ſpeaks of himſelf as diftin& from a Spirit, and therefore cai- Þ 

not be ſuppos'd to have any Spirit, from which he diſtinguiſhes, e 1; 

and to which he oppoſes, himſelf ;, Wou'd he take ſuch Reaſon I E? 

ing for any better than weak Sophiſtry? And why may not ee 1 

our Lord Jeſus then call his Human Nature himſelf, as well ase 
his Human Body? Why may he not as Man diſtinguiſh him- BF « 

ſelt from God © And the Author knows well enough, It W] s V 

as Man that he ſuffer d thoſe Agonies on the Croſs, and as Ms! e 

that he came to reveal the Will of God to the Sons of Men. BF « % 

But the Author thou'd tell us, how we ſhall reconcile his Ar Hd 

gument with Chriſt's being ſo often and expreſly (tiled Cd. 

whereas he ſuppoſes him always diſtinguiſh't from God * an | 


COLT nn? "Ie 


C34. 3 | 


1 he can no way ſolve the Difficulty without that Diſtinction of 


mable to the Strain of the H. Scriptures, z. Our Diſtio cio n 
of two Natures in the Perſon of our E. Saviour, with which we 
ſolve the Paſſages he mentions ; Or his Ditiinction of a 
S0 by Nat ure, and a God by Office o Deputation, to which he 
muſt flee to reconcile thoſe Paſſages in which Chriſt is diftin- 
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cean ſhew him our Diſtinction clear in ſeveral Paſſages, (as 
I Jom 1. 11. 9 Kom. 5. 1 Tim. 3. 16.). But we cou'd never yet 
: 2 diſcern any  Footltep of the other in the H. Scriptures, . 


od but One, 1 Cor. 8. 4. And the very itt Command 


Xx Exod. 3. „ 33 
And this leads me to what he adds under this Argument 
from that fore cited Text, 1 Cor. 8. 4. But having already 


"at 1 ſhall refer the Reader thither. And come to his 
Second Argument, vz. . Tr 
Our Lord jeſus not only owns another than himſelf to be God, 
but alſo that be is above or over himſelf, Which is plainly alſo 
m intimated by the Apoſties, Himfelf loudly proclaims his ſub- 
50 © jection to the Father in many Inſtances, In general he declares 
e. his Father to be greater than be. Xiv John 28, 50. X c. 29. 
Fa He ſaith, He came not in his own, but bis Father's, Name and 


e Glory nor made his own Vill, but God's, his Hautle. And in 


5. 
nx 


$ N 


Earth. So that it ſhowd ſeem that Nature that did pre-exiſt 


vi John 38. Again, he owns his dependance on his God and Fa- 


4 iber, even for thoſe things which tis pretended belong to him 
, * a God. viz. the Power of working Miracles, V John 19, 20s 


2 Of raiſing the Dead, v. 26. Of executing univerſal Judgment, 
M 1 * v. 27. Of all which he ſays, Of my own ſelf I can do nothing, 
v. 30. In like manner his Apoſtles declare his ſubjection to ano- 
Men: tber; not only as bis Father, but as his God, which is moſt em- 
God © phatically expreſſed in calling the moſt B. God, the God of aur 
"By © Lord Jeſus, after bis Peers was over, 1 Eph. 17. 0s 
= 285 2 ths 


a God by Nature, and a God by Office, So that the Debate will 
come to this, Whether of theſe Diſtinctions be more confor- 


' | + guiſh'd from God with thoſe wherein he is called God, We 


which afſureus, That to us, ( Chriliians ), 7vere 25 no other 


ſtrictly forbids our Owning any other as Gd but him, 


Z confiderd his weak Reaſoning from that Pailage, p. 14, 15, Oc. 


Authority. V Joh 43. That be ſought not his own, but God's, 
ſicch a poſture of ſubje&ion be came down from Heaven to this 


did not poſſeſs the ſupreme Will, even before it was incarnate, 


= 


00 . V!!! 
the Head of Chriſi is God, 

„ ; * Jo + ect 70 

4 Headſhip over the Univerſe, and the very foundation of his Claim 


„„ 
I Cor. 11. v. 3. They declare hit 


to honour and ſervice, to he owing to the graciousGift of God, 


« 2 Phil. 9. And yet theſe are ſome of the Higheſt Glories of 7. 
„„ „ | 


Anjw. That this Argument is of no force againſt the true 


Deity of our B. Lord, will appear it we confider, That God 


the Father may be above Chriſt in ſeveral reſpects. which yet 


are no way incontiſtent with his being One God with the Fa 
ther. and that the Scriptures cited by our Author under this 
Head are to be underſtoodonly of the Father being above him 


in ſome of thoſe reſpecteets. Ws ” 
I. I thall ſhew, That God the Father may be ſaid to be a- 


| bove Chriſt in ſeveral reſpects, which yet are no way inconftift- 
ent with his being One God with the Father. 


Now the Father may be ſaid to be above our Lord Feſws in 
theſe three reſpects. 1 5 


-» 


1. With reſpect to bis Humane Nature. Who can doubt but 3 


temporary dependent Creature is every way inferior to that 


Eternal Almighty Being that made him? 
2. With reſpect to the Eternal Ceneration of his divine Perſon. 
as he is the only hegotten of the Father, Weacknowledpe 2 pri 
ority in the order of ſubſiſting to be peculiar to the Father, who 
is therefore called the Fountain of the Deity, The Father and 
Son's having the ſame Nature dos not deſtroy the order «©! 
Perſons, A Son is equal to his Father in reſpect of the Hume 
Nature he derives from him, but yet inferior in that Relative 
Capacity of a Son. And on this account the Father is ſometimes 
in Scripture ca}l'd God by way of eminency, and propos'd as the 
ultimate Object of Religious Worſhip; 2 Eph. 18. Thro* hin 
(a. e. thro J. Chritt ) we have acceſs by one Spirit to the la- 
ther, i. e. to the divine Nature as primarily ſubliſting in the 
Perſon of the Father. „ 
3. Muh reſpect to his Office as Mediator. 5 
In one God we believe there is Father, Son, and H. Spirit. 


And that there is between theſe ſacred Three that diſtinction 


which is 3 ſufficient foundation for their diſtinct actings to- 
wards each other, of which there are ev ident Inſtances in the 
myſterious Oeconomy of our Redemption. In which the or- 
der of working follows that of ſubſiſting. The Father ſuſtains 
the place of ſupreme offended Lawgiver, The Son by 2 vo- 
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CE, — 
juntary Diſpenſation aſſumes our Nature, and interpoſes as an i 
Atoning Mediator. And this is a wonderful Inſtance of the | 

condeſcent ion of the Eternal Word, that tho? he was God equal 

with the Father in reſpect of effentia]l Perfections, yet his com- 
 paſhonat» regard to us induced him to accept a Station and 
fuſtain a Character in order to our Recovery, in which the 

Father is Greater than he; yea, in which he was in the Nature 

he aſſum'd to be humbled to ſuch an aſtoniſhing Degree, as to be 
Obedient to Death, even the Death of the Croſs, To be deſpiſed 
and rejected of men, as well as ſmitten of God. VV 
And in this capacity of Mediator, after he had finiſh'd the 
work of his humbled State, he was crowned with Glory and 
Honour. and deſervedly advanc'd to a ſovereign Dominion over 
all, that in the Adminitiration of his Mediatorial Ringdom he 


might accompliſh the eternal Counſels of the divine Will. 10 
And in this fiate of Exaltation his Human Nature has an emi- 1 | 
nent Degree of Dignity and Glory above any other created Be- 4 
ing conferr'd upon it, which was not its original Right, but a | 
the Reward of his Condeſcenſion and meritorious Obedience 0 
, ii „ eo. th 
Now. tho' under each of theſe Conſiderations God the Fa. RK 
* ther is above the Son, yet none of 'em is inconſtent with the | 
ns being God by Nature, = . — 


— — 


be, who is Man, is alſo God. For the Apoſtle ſure do's not 
4 ſpeak contradictions and impotlibilities, when he tells us, 
That of the Fathers as concerning the Fleſh Chriſt came, who is 
5 


9 


Not his being Man. For tho' as Man, he is not God; yer 


„e,, all. God bleſſed for evermore, And that divine Mord who 

was with God, (and fo diſtinguiſh't from the Father as to his 
manner of ſubſiſtence) and who was God, (and ſo was ons 
1 © with the Father in Eſſence )) even this Word was made Fleſh, 
and dwelt among us, 1 fobn 1, 14. Ws : 
Not bis being the Son of God, in reſpect of his Eternal Emana- 
„ tion from the Father. His Perſonality abſtractly conſider d do's at | 
on not formerly include the divine Eſſence, but only the manner of fs "| 
to- his having it, viz. By a neceſſary Eternal Communication Ik (| 
the from the Father, in a manner to us incomprehenſible. So 
or- Þ that his being the Son of God, and being God, are no more 
ins N than a Thing and the Manner of it. 
vo- Nor is his being Mediator inconſiſtent with his being God. 
ay For this office is altogether a voluntary Diſpenſation. Suppoſe a 

W 5 5 C 3 Father 


„„ 
Father and Son to be jointly poſſeſt of the fame fovercign Pow - 
er, and to Reign together. Upon the Rebellion of their undu- 
titul Subjects, may not the Son leave the Rights of his Sove- 
{ reignty in his Father's hands, and take upon him the office of a 
Reconcaling Mediator, without being diveſted of the Crown? 
This is (ome illuſtration of the Caſe before us, tho it do's not 
fully reach it. He who is the Mediator is alſo God, He was 
Hod who purchaſed the Church with his own blood, Acts 20. 2. 
28. And tince it was the marvellous Condeſcenſion and Love o 
the Son of God that brought him into this Relation of a Media 


—_ — —ͤ—ũũ—ͤ— 4 Æ—ö—7ö — ——— 2 —ͤ—— 


| tor, What can it be but moſt unreaſonable ingratitude to turn 
this fruit of his unconceivable Pity into an Argument againſt h!; 
[ Deity. „„ „ 
| Thus we ſee in what reſpects our Lord Jefus may be own'd 
| to be Inferior to the Father, and that none of eim are inconſiſt- 


ent with his being the ſame God by Nature, 

I therefore proceed to ſhew _ TO. os 
II. That all the paſſages of Scripture which the Author 
produces may be underſtood of our B. Saviour under ſome of 
| tele Contiderations, and therefore do not diſprove his Being 
| partaker of the ſame divine Naiure with the Father, e 
| The firſt place he mentions is, My Father is greater thai 
| i By ee . 
Anſw. If w' \uppoſe our Saviour to ſpeak this of himſecll 
as Man, There is no difficulty at all. And the Context fa- 


yours this Interpretation, becauſe he ſpeaks of his bodily pre- 
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ſ:nce with 'em, of his leaving em and going to the Father, and lity ) 
s 0 . 20 id O 7 : 9 0 ' { 
| under this limitation adds, My Father zs greater than I, And A 
| that he do's not mean himſelf in the whole of what was in | 


his Perſon, is evident, becauſe in ſome ſenſe he was in Heaven depe 
already, ( See 3 John 13.) and cou'd not in that ſenſe ſpeak 3 be 
of his going thither, 1 mus J 5 | 
But we may without any prejudice to our Cauſe grant him of M 
much more, That our Saviour ſpeaks of himſelf as Mediator, Þ 
and in that ſenſe aſſerts, That the Father is greater than he. 
For tho in reſpect of his divine Nature He and the Father L to 
are One, Yet in this Relation of Mediator he was the Servant 1 ;;* : 
of the Father, and ſent by him, Ila. 42. v. I. And indeed had — 
our B. Savivar been no more than a Man, His Aſſertion, That ral 
the Father is greater then he, wou'd carry but a jejune ſenſe Cy 


. . 0 hi 
with it. For who cou'd ever admit any doubt about the fab 50 
| 10148 ahead 
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7 frite and Eternal Jehovah being greater than any finite temporary 
hHeing? Whereas if he ſpeak of hiimſelf as Mediator, the Aſſerti- 
on was very proper and needful. „ 

And this may alſo obviate what the Author next objects 
from 5 John 43.6. 38. That our Saviour came down in his Fa- 
&« ther*s Name, That he came down from Heaven not to do his own 
ill, but the Will of him that ſont him; Upon which he puts 
& this gloſs, That it was in a poſtitre of ſunection that be came 
donn from Heaven to the Earth; (» that it ſhou d ſeem that 
Nature that did pre-oxift did not poſſe /.s the fupreme Mill. 

| Anſw. Iam glad to find that the Author will allow to our 
. Saviour ſuch a pre-exiſtent Nature, but ſorry he ſpeaks fo very 
doubtfully of it; leaft, I ſuppoſe, he ſhou'd diſoblige his So- 
cinian Friends, But as to his Objection, I freely grant him, 
That it was the Will of the Father which the Mun Chriſt Je- 
* ſus came to fulfil. And as Man, his Vill was doubtleſs di- 
ſtinct from the Vill of the Father, and entirely ſzbject 
2 thereto, Nay, tho' we {hou'd underſiand theſe Expreſſions 
concerning that prz-exittent Eternal Word that was Incarnate ; 
lt wou'd not hence follow, That the Eternal Word had not 
the ſame Vill allo, but only that in this Oeconomy of things, 
God the Father, who was firlt in order of Being, was confider'd 
as the firſt Spring and Mover, by whoſe Appointment the Son 
came as Mediator, not to purſue any particular Will of his 
| own, which was not the Will of the Father alſo. Nor is it 
inconſiſtent with the Sor's being God, to ſay, that in the Qua- 
lity, or under the Character, of Mediator, he came into the IWorld 
(i. e. wis Incirnate) in @ poſture of ſubjeetion, 
Again, as to thoſe paſſages wherein our Lord Feſus owns his 
| dependance on the Father tor thoſe things that belong to him 
| originally as God, as the Power of working Miracles, Raiſingg 
| the Dead, and executing univerſal Fudgment, John 5. v. 19, 20, 
26, 27. They either refer to his human Nature, or to his Office 
| of Mediator, for the diſcharge whereof we own his Authority 
to be delegated and derivd. And thoſe words of our Lord lead 
us to this Expoſition, in which he tells us, That the Father 
| has given him authority to execute Judgment alſo, beeauſe be is 
| the Son of Man, v. 27. Where he both intimates In what Na. 
ture he was to Execute Judgment, viz. As the Son of Man, and 
the very Reaſon of the Father's conferring that honour upon 
him as Mediator, even becauſe be is the Son of Man, i. e. has 
condeſcended to be Incarnate, and take our Nature on him. 
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But as to his ſaying, That of himſelf he cod do nothing, John 


5. V. 30. Tis not incongruous to ſuppoſe that he deſign d there- 
by to aſſert his Union in Nature with the Father, as One Ener- 
gy or Principle of Operation, becauſe when he uſes the ſame Ex- 


_ preſſion, v. 19. he adds, What things ſoever the Father do's, the 
Son do's likewiſe ; (which can never be true of a meer Created 


Being, unleſs we make it Omnipotent), and that as the Fath:; 


bath Life in himſelf, ſo he has (by an Eternal Communication) 
given the Son to have Life in hiniſell, v. 26. (i. e. the ſame E n. 
tial Life, which according to the order of ſubſiſting is firti in 
the Father. 3 „ 
And it ſeems partly for this Reaſon That the Apoſtle Pau! 
calls the Father fo often the God and Father of eur Lord Jeſs 
| Chriſt ; Not only his God, as his human Nature was his Mork. 


manſhip and Creature; but his Father, becauſe the Godhead or 


Divine Nature is communicated by the Father to the Son, on 


which account he was ſtiled in the ancient Creeds, God f God, 


"Tow of Light, - 1 3 
In this reſpect alſo the Head of Chrijt is God, 1 Cor. 11. v. 3. 


Chriſt as Mediator and Redeemer is but a Means for the mani- 
. of the Eſſential Glory of God to the intellectual 
Wor * | | | . | | | 7 


| Nay, we do acknowledge his Dignity and Glory as Mediator 
(in which that Human Nature he aſſum'd ſo eminently ſhares) 


to be the Gift of God, and Fruit of the Father's infinite com- 
placency in his forward and chearful Obedience unto Death, enen 
the Death of the Croſs. According to what he cites from the 
Apoſtle Paul, 2 Phil. 7, 8, 9. . | 
$1 that in all theſe places there is no intimation of any ſuch 
Subjection or Inferiority of the Son, as ſhou'd exclude him from 
being, in reſpe& of his Nature and Eſſence, the ſame God with 
the Fahrt. . 

But the Author under this Head ſingles out one Text, which 
he tells us 11 full of irreſiſtible Fuidence for proving an Infe- 
riority of the Son to bis Father, or to God, viz. 1 Cor. 15. fro 


I hall therefore recite the Text, and premiſe what may clear 


the genuine ſenſe and ſcope of it, and then examine the In- 


| ferences our Author draws from it. e 


The Text runs thus, | 


24. Ther | 


Ke? : 
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„„ 
| 24. Then cometh the end, when he (i. e. Chriſt) ſpall have de- 
liver'd up the Kingdom to God, even the Father, when he ſhall 
have put down all Rule, and all Authority and Power. 


25. For he muſt Reign till he bath put all Enemies under his 
8 feet. mT Cop fr 3 
206. The laſt Enemy that ſhall be deſtroy'd is Death, „5 
29757. For he hath put all things under his feet. But when be - if 
LL faith, all things are put under him, It is manifeſt that he is ex- 
cepted who did put all things under him. 

28. And when all things ſhall he ſubdued unto him, then ſhall 
the Son alſo himſelf be ſubject to him that put all things under him, 
that God may be all in all. „ rr ATI 


* 


Nov in order to the clearing the ſenſe and ſcope of this 
Text, I muſt premiſe, That there is a twofold Kingdom of Chriſt, 
His Eſſential and his Mediatory Kingdom. = 5 

His Eſſential (which forme call his Natural) Kingdom, be- 
longs to him as he is the Eternal Word, by whom all things were 
made, and without whom not any thing was made, that was made, 
1 John 3. For this Dominion is the unalienable Reſult of Crea- 

tion, common to Father, Word, and H. Spirit. Now of this 

Kingdom there {hall be no end. Hi Throne (on this account) 

| 1s, in the ſtricteſt ſenſe, for ever and ener, 1 Heb. 8. Even that 
Throne which he poſſoſſes as the Lord who in the beyinning laid 

the foundation of this Farth, and the works of whoſe bands the 
| Heavens are, See v. 10. This Kingdom he can never give 
* up. He, by whom the Nori were made, will for ever be 
the abſolute Proprietor and Lord of thoſe Worlds he gave Be- 
ing to. £ a 


1 But be 


ſides this, There is a Mediatory Kingdom of Ghriſt, 


n {© which was erected on the occaſion. of our Apoſtaſte, and is the 
h wonderful Expedient contriv'd in the Divine Counſels for our 

Recovery and Salvation. For after our Lord Feſus had in our 
h Nature made Atonement tor Sin by becoming obedient to 
2. Death, even the Death of the Croſs ; Re was in that nature 
n 


highly exalted, had all Power and Authority in Heaven and Earth 
committed to him, was made Head of his Church, and Head o- 


ar ver all things to it; nay, has Angels, Principalities and Powers, 


is in his ſacred Hands. Now the Eſtabliſnment of this King- 


1 


| 0 (4) Phil, 2. 8, 9, Cc. Match. 28. 18. Eph. 1. 21, 223 
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1 


dom we readily grant to be a free act of God the Father, who is 
therefore ſaid to appoint it to him. In this ſenſe God his God has 


anointed him, and made him both Lord and Chriſt (b). But 
this Kingdom is ſo far from being inconſiſtent with his true 


Deity, that without it the Human Nature were abſolutely 
incapable of managing ſo univerſal and extenſive a Dominion, 


which reaches both to this Viſible, and to the ſuperior II. 


ll viſible, World (. 


Now if this Paſſage of the Apoſtle muſt be underſtood 0 


this Medzatory Kingdom, tis Evident, that his Inferiority to the 


Father in reſpect of this his Mediatory Office and Kingdom, will 


no way prove his being {ferior to him in reſpect of his Na. 
ture and Eſſential Perfect ionc. So that we might diſmiſs the 
Author's Reaſonings, as not reaching the Matter in Diſpute. 


But ſince he lays fo great a Streis on 'em, let us briefly con- 


ſider 'em. 


1. He obſerves, That God is excepted out of thoſe things tha 


9 are put under the Feet of Chriſt, and that becauſe it was he that 
wy = them under him, All this we freely grant. 


ut our Author here enquires, * How comes 1 


© Triumph of Chriſt? Why might it not be done by himſelf inde- 
I pendently as the ſuprem? God, and then there need have becn 
% ao Exception of any one Being out of all the things under him 
But the Apoſtle knew that J. Chriſt muſt needs triumph by 4 


Power derived from God, to whom it was moſt eminently to be 
* aſcribd. And then to one who had ſuch Thoughts, It was 


* manifeſt, That there muſt be one excepted from all the things 
under him, becauſe he muſt needs be above Chriſt, who en- 


* ables him to ſubdue all things, o makes him a God o- 


<< ver all. 


Anſw. We grant that the Father is the Author of this Dig- 


nity and Triumph of our Exalted Lord Feſus, And there is 
this evident Reaſon why the Eternal Word ſhou'd not confer this 
Dignity on the Human Nature, to which it was united, but 
the Father only, becauſe in this Oeconomy The Father alone 


b Heb. 1. 9. Acts 2. 3% 3 mg 

(Cc) Rev. 1. 18. For Hes thou'd there be rendred the Unſeen Whrld, 
or inv:/:ble State, equally including the Manſims of Glory, and the 
Place of Torment, | 9 


ſuſtains 


a t topaſs that 
« tit fo evident a thing that another muſt be the Author of this 


; > EPL = EY 
r IRS OSS 
Pw ·˙ or WR; Iv; 
a TOR * by * 


of Mediator. And as ſuch he was to act only by a power de- 


Chriſi's being made by the Father, God over all, We ook upon 
it as both irrational, and wholly wnſcriptaral, A Made Crea- 
tor, or a Made Self- Exiſtent Being, is a Contradiction in PHlo- 
ſophy. And a Made God is a New Notion unknown to 
Seriptural Divinity, For a Made Go4 is by Nature Gd, and 
ſuch as are by Nature no Gods, we are neither oblig'd 


ſubdued, the World judg'd, and the Salvation of all given to 


of Chriſt as Mediator of Reconciliation ſhall be finiſh't. (As the 
Phyfician's Work in the Hoſpital is over when all his Patients 
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makes nothing againſt his Divine Nature, as he is the Eternal 


miniſtred it ſhall appear in the ſame State of Subjection to the 
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ſuſtains the Character of Supreme Lawgiver, The Son only that 
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rived from the Father, who in this reſpe& is conſider'd as a- 
bove him, But this does by no means prove that the Word 
or Son is not Go by Eſſence. And for the Author's Phraſe of 
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to own nor ſerve, Gal. 4. 48. Of which more hereafter. 
The Author obſerves, ** That the Son ſhall deliver up this 
s Kingdom to God the Father only, ſince it was the Father who 
gave him all Power in Heaven and Earth, &c, _ 1 
We grant it, That as this Mediatory Kingdom was the Gift. 
of the Father, and was detign'd only to be an Adminiſtration of 
a temporary Continuance, till the Reaſon of firtt Erecting it 
ſhould ceaſe ; ſo when the great Ends of it are attain'd, when 
the Myſtical Body of Chriſt ſhall be compleated, all Enemies 


our B. Lord by the Father fully conſummated, Then the Work 


are perfectly recover'd and curd). And then the derived Power 
of Chriſt as Mediator will be returned into the Father's Hands 
tho our Lord himſelf ſhall on the account of it for ever in- 
herit the Praiſes of his Ranſom'd People. But ſtill all this 


Vord. 


3. The Author farther obſerves from this Text, < That the 
Son himſelf ſhall be Subject to him that puts all things under 
him, i. e. (to God his 2 that Cod may be all in all, 
i. e. bis ſubjection (hall be then manifeſted by an open ſolemn 
Acknowledgment of it, when he ſhall recognize the Supremacy 
* of the Father in that publick Act of Surrender, &c. and herẽ- 
upon be concludes, can any thing be more expreſſive of an Ine- 
quality between God and Chriſt ? - 
Anſw. We freely grant, That when the Mediatory Kingdom 
ot Chriſt is deliver d up, That Humane Nature in which he ad- 
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to obviate it. 
_ Gon to his Argument. 


(44) 


Father as Angels and Glorified Saints do. So that as Chriſt was 
before All in All (in the Adminiſtration of all Affairs relating 
both to the Church, and the World, Col. 3. 11.) So now all 
things will revert to their natural order. And God eſſentially 


conſider' d (as inclufive of Fatber, Son, and H. Spirit) ſhall b- 
Alt in All for ever; there being no need ot ſuch a Mediator be- 


tween God and his Saints, when they are raiſed to a State of 
ſinleſs Perfection. e 


But our Author being aware of this Anſwer has endeavourd 


+ It will (faith he) be ſaid by ſome, that by the Son is man 


„ here the Son of Man, or Chriſt as Man, while as God he hal! 
net be [ubjet} 20 the Father. | 


To this he Anſwers, © That as there is no Intimation of any 
” 2 DiſtinGion between the two pretended Natures of the Son 
<* here, ſo there is enough in the Words to ſhew. That they are 
+ ſpoken of him in his higheſt Capacity and Charadier. Inſomuc\ 


© that Mr, Claude maintains it to be true of the Son of God as 


* to his ſuppoſed Divine Nature. But tho there is no need , 
< ſuppoſing ſuch a Divine Nature (which I think, the Text plain. 
** ly contradids) yet his Reaſons will hold ſo far as to prov. 
* That the words ſpeak of Chriſt under the higheſt Character b. 
3 Name of Son, te nn nn hang ann 
Anſw. If the Author had dealt fairly by Mr. Claude, he 


| ſhou'd not only have repreſented his Expoſition of theſ⸗ 


Words, but what he offers to ſhew, That that Subjection ot 
the Eternal Son of God to the Father, which he allows, is con- 
ſiſtent with his Dizauty, And ſhou'd have then refuted his 


Expoſition, and not expected That we fhow'd take it for 
granted on his bare word, That the Text contradicts Chriſt s 


having ſuch a Divine Nature, Nor do I wave that Expoſition 
as indefenſible, ſince that Subjedtion may be underſtood of the 
Son's Inferiority to the Father in reſpect of the Order of Sub- 
fiſting and the 4 being then manifeſted. But ſince I prefer 


the other Expoſition, I ſhall examine the Reaſons the Author 
ſubjoins to prove, That the Words muſt be underſtood of the 
Son in his higheſt Capacity and Character, | 
His firſt Reaſon is, Becauſe tis not ſaid. the Son of Man, 
* but the Son abſolutely, even the Son himſelf, with great Em. 
I phaſis, q. d. as great and glorious as he is with all 
ower. 


is Gran- 


« deur an Anjm. 


Accordingly he propoſes it by way of Obje- 
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lis ſecond Reaſon is. That his Subjection bein 


ö’ 
 Anſw. The Son is the Name of the Perſon of Chriſt; and tho 
it be often apply'd to him with reference to his Div ine Nature, 


yet 'tis ſometimes maniteſtly applyd with reſpect to his Hu- 
man Nature, Tis ſo 5 John 22. 27. And tho' he faith, 
That it undoubtedly implies all that comes under the Title of 
Son; 1 do as politively affirm That it does not fo always, 
and ſhall afterwards particularly ſhew it does not from 
SHR ___cLIDRSL ICE OSS. 9 15 
| Nay, tho the Apoſtle add the Son himſelf by way of Empha- 

ſis, yet this will not prove that he includes his geſt Character, 
but only referrs to his Kingdom and Power as Mediator, which he 
had deſcrib'd before. Even this Son himſelf who ſhall Reign 
till he have put down all Authority and Power, ſhall then him 
fel f be ſubject, 75 


his Sl ing oppos'd to 
** his Reign, both mujt be underſtood of the ſame Subject. Be ſure 
the delivering up the Kingdom can only be done by the ſame to 
which it was committed, and by which it was managed. Now 
T ſhall allow that only in his human Nature Chriſt con'd give 
up his Kingdom, becauſe tis as Man delegated and inhabited 
* by God that he manages this Kingdom. 


Go 
v 
2 


Anſw. To make this Argument cogent, The Author muſt 


aſſert, That Chriſt's Keign as Mediator includes his higheſt Cha- 
racter, But this I deny. His Divine Nature is a higher Capacity 
chan his Ore of Megrator En ni nin 0s, Fo 
And tho we grant him, That the delivering up the Kingdom 
can only be done by him to whom it is committed, and by 

whom tis manag'd, yet we do not ſay, as the Author wou'd 
teign for us, That Chriſt cou d give up his Kingdom only as Man. 

For he will do it as Mediator, *Tis not as meer Man, but as 
God Man, that he (ways and manages his Mediatory Kingdom, 
and hall deliver it up, tho? *tis only in the Human Nature that 
he will be ſubject. And therefore his Vindication of the Uni- 
tarians from this ground, who think our Lord Feſus a ſufficient 
Caviour, tho he be not the ſupreme God, is it ſelt groundleſi. 
(As I ſhall have occaſion to ſhew when he re-aſſumes and pro- 
ſecutes this Argument at p. 14.) 


I ſha!l only take notice of what he adds at the cloſe of this 


Reaſon. 


. ** That the Delivering up the Kingdom to God the Father makes 
* it plain There is no God the Son, in the ſame Senſe, or the ſame 


** ſupreme 


" 


— — — — — — — — — 
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| C 
« zo the Father, How an he be the ſame God to which he is ſu#- 
Anſw. The whole ot the Mediation of Chriff being a volun- 


(456) 


 & ſupreme F ſence, with the Father. Becauſe if there were, then He 
ee ht not 40 be excluded from this Glory of having ſuch open Ho- 


« mage paid t him, which is here appropriated to the Father only. 
And fnce the Apoſtle ſpeaks of the ſame God (whom he explains 


& 


* 


— 


„ to be the Fathcr) to the end of this diſcourſe, and ſaith, He 


« ſhall be all in all, How evidently does he (hew bim to be far 
« beyond ail that are not Gol the Father. whatever Character ee 
they bear. 99 then . Chriſt in his higheſt Capacity 75 inferios 
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co 


ect, or of the ſame Rank and Degree 0 


tary Diſpenſation and the Fat her. Son, and H. Spirit, having 


different Parts aſcribd to 'em in the great Atfair of our Re- 
demption and Salvation; Tis no abſurdity to ſoppoſe that 


each of em may have a glory accruing from thence that 15 Pe- 
culiarly his own. We are {ure the B. Redeemer has ſo, V Rev... 
0.10. And o has the Father, 2 Phil. 9, 10, IT- And in the 
It before us. And yet no Inferiority of Chriſt to the Fat he 
can thence be inferr d. but what relates to his Office of Media- 
tor, which I have already ſhewn imports NO inferiority in re. 
ſpect of Natwre and Eſſential Perfections, So that the Deliver- 
ing up t he Kingdom peculiarly to "he Father do's not make it 


lain, There is no God the Son in the ſame ſupreme Eſſence with 


the Father. And for Chriſt's Subjection, I have already fug- 
geſted that it referrs tO his Human Nature. And our Author 
barely aſſerts without proof, that God's being All in Alt, is 
| to be appropriated to the Father to the excluſion of the Etcr- 

' nal Word and I. Spirit. So that the evidence Our Author pre- 


tended to bring, us from this Text againſt our Saviour's Divi- 


nity is ſe far from being irreſiſtible, that 'tis not fo much as 
diſcernable. The Text evidently referrs to Chriſt's Mediatory 


Kingdom. in the Adminiſtration whereof we freely own Ac 
hears a Character Jufcrior to that of the Father. but without 
any Inequality in che common Eſſential Properties of the Di- 


vine Nature. 


The Author under this Head, (viz. Of Chriſt's having a © of 


above him) proceeds to give us (as he pretends) the Scriptural Ac, 
count of the Godhead of the B. Feſus, via. Becanſe he is inveſted 
e :vith a God. like Authority and Power, from the ſupream God his 
« Father. Thus (faith he) when he was accuſed by the Captions 
6 Jews, for aſſuming the Character of the Son of God (which they 

; | & perverſly 
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©& yorverſely ond ſtretch, as if it imply d an Equality with God) 
6 9 36. a 1 in 1 4 ſenſe Aly he juſtify'd it, 
© viz. As one whom the Father had ſanctiſied, i. e. called to a 
greater Office, and honour'd with a higher Cen miſſion than thoſe 
% Magiſtrates on whom the Scripture fo freely beſtoms the Title 
* of Gor. „ : 
* That our Author has perverted the true Scope of this 
place, will appear if we impartially conſider the whole Context, 
Our Lord Jeſus at v. 28. argues the Security of his Sheep in 
his powertul hand, from which none cord pluck em, and adds, 
that his Father was greater than all, and that none cor'd pluck'em 
out of the Father's hands, and then immediately ſubjoins, 1 and 
the Father are One, v. 30. Hereupon the 7ews took up Stones 
to ſtone him as a Blaſphemer, becauſe that he being a Man made 
himſelf God. So that when he ſaid, 1 and the Father are One, 
they apprehended-the Meaning of Chriſt to be that they were 
One in Nature. Now tis evident, that our B. Saviour do's not 
difown this Senſe they put on his Words, which he both 
might moſt eaſily have done by telling 'em, He did not mean 
One n Nature, but One in Deſign and Conſent ; and indeed ought 
to have done for the Vindication of the incommunicable Glory 
of God, had he been only a Dignifted Creature. On the contrary, 
{ our Saviour argues from the Leſſer to the Greater, that if Ma- 
| giſtrates were called Gods, it coud be no Blaſphemy for him, 
whom the Father had ſanciified and ſent into the World, to ſay, 
That he was the Son of God, But whom did he intend to repre- 
| ſent himſelf to be by this Character of the Son of God ? This he 
clearly intimates in the Two following Verſes, which our Au- 
thor is pleaſed wholly to overlook, tho' tis manifeſt that they 
contain our Lord's Defence of the Expreſſion that firſt offend- 
ed the Fews, To juſtifie his Character of the Son of God, he 
referrs em to his Yorks, which were the apparent Effects of a 
Divine Almighty Power. I do not the Works of my Father, 
believe me not, Bus if I do; the ye believe not me, believe the 
Works, that ye may know and believe that the Father is in me, and 
Jin him, q. d. Since my Works are the ſame as my Father's, 
this ſhould convince you of the Truth of what I ſaid, That I 
and my Father are One, even One in Nature; ſuch Almighty 
Works being the genuine Productions of an Almighty Power 
that is both in the Father, and in Me. So that our Lord do's not 
lay the whole ſtreſs of his being the Son of God upon his being 774 
ctifyd 
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ctifyd and Sent; thoſe Expreſlions only contain the Deſcriptio. 1 

of his Perſon by his Offce, but do not intimate the Foundation the 

of his Title, For that our Lord evidently reterrs em to that ÞÞ Age 
truly Divine and Almighty Power that diſplay'd it felf in his 1 XI 

Works, But this the Author thought it not convenient for his 1 Hor 

purpoſe to take notice of, tho he might eaſily foreſee it takes Þ Gor 

off the whole Force of his Argument, and eftabliſhes thu Þ|Þ 0 

very account of the true Deity of Chriſt which we contended Þ Prett 


The Author argues next from 1 Heb, 8, 9. * When be is there ; Ih; 
called God, tis explain'd in what ſenſe, or of what ſort of G. tend 
* *Tis to be miderſtood by ſaying, That bis God (int imatiug that notice 
& be had a God over him] bad anointed him with Oil, i. c. ha; | pert 

inveſted him with Royal Power and Dignity Cas Kings were in. (| Fropi 
& ſtall'd in Office by anointing em with Oil among the Jews). | the þ 
** Which is an Explication of his Godhead and Dominion. And this It vanc 
& is ſaid to be above bis Fellows : not ſure above the Father and Writ 
Holy Spirit, (which only are pretended to be his Fellows as God, || exiſte 
© by thoſe who underſtand it of the ſ. upreme God head) but above all times 
other ſubordinate Beings, And he concludes, This is one pla deſce 
© Scripture Account of his being called God. For theſe things are lowir 
„ ſpoken to him, and of him, under the Character of God, G Goa, and S 

_ * thy Throne, v. 8. And he adds, I think Men ſhou'd be well 4/- Ings). 
& ſur'd on what grounds they. go, before they aſſign other Reaſuis in a h 


f this Character, ſo different from the Scripture Account9 | eat! 

Anſw. To clear this paſſage, I mutt refer the Reader to what I 78 l 

was premis d at p. 5. That our Lord Feſus is a complex Subject, 2 
a 


including (accord ing to the common Faith of Chriſtians) the Th 
Eternal Word, the Humane Nature, and the Office of Mediator. 7. 
And therefore very different things may be ſpoken ot hint in ot Chr 
ns to his two different Natures, and to his Office as Me- we - 
iator. e _ 77 
Now the whole ſtrength of the Author's Argument turns 1 
upon this, That whatever is here ſaid throughout the whole L. his þ 
Chapter concerning our B. Saviour, is ſpoken of him in his 1 h 
bigheſt Capacity and Character, And therefore that when the Y f 
Inſpired Writer at v. 8. calls our Saviour God, he do's at v. 9. ok ve 
aſſign the Reaſon of his Godhead. viz, becauſe he was by God his Peren 
God anointed with the Oil of gladneſs above his Fellows. But theſe his © a 
Suppoſitions on which our Author's Argument is founded I I bg 
deny; and need only have recouiſe to the Context for the Re- fo 
futation of. _ The 


—— 


tw) _ 

The Inſpired Writer had at v. 2. deſcrib'd our B. Saviour as 
the Son, the Heir of all things, and the Maker of the Worlds, or 
Ages, (Even the ſame Ages mention'd by the ſame Author, 
XI Hebr. 3. where they are evidently to be underſtood of the 
World or Univerſe) ; and at v. 3. as the Brightneſs of the Father's 
Glory, and expreſs Image of his Perſon or Subſiſtence, and as up- 
holding all things by the word of bis Power, (And that theſe ex 
preſſions referr to his pre-exittent and truly dire Nature, any 


judicious Reader may be fully ſatisty'd that will conſult Dr. 
| IVhitby's Paraphraſe on this Epiſile; for I mult at preſent at- 
tend to the Author's Argument), At the end of v. 3. he takes 
notice of Chritts Purging (or explating) our fins (which was 
| perform'd by his becoming in our Nature our $:n-offering and 
Propitiat ion) and ef his Exa[tation thereupon at the right hand of 
the Majeſty on. high (which imports the Dignity he was ad- 
| vanc't to as Mediator). So that 'tis evident, That tne inſpir'd 
| Writer ſpraks of our Saviour ſometimes in reference to his pre- 
| exiſtent Nature, ſometimes in reference to his human, ſome- 
times in reference to his Office and Dignity as Mediator. But to 
! deſcend to the Paſſage alledg'd, the inſpired Writer in the fol- 
* lowing. Verſes produces ſeveral Inſtances of his Pre-eminence 
and Superiority to the Angels (the higheſt rank of created Be- 
| ings). He proves it from the Title of Son, being given him 
in a higher Senſe than it was ever given to thoſe nobleſt of 
Creatures, at v. 5, From the Homage and Worſhip due to him 
| from the Angels themſelves, at v. 6, 7. From the peculiar Title 
| of God aſcrib'd to him, and that on the Account of his E- 
| ſential Dominion and Kingdom, at v. 8. To the Son he ſaith, Thy 
Throne, O God, is for ever and ever. Which Words cannot be trie_ 


of Chriſt's 1% dee as Mediator, which ſhall ceaſe, and be deli- 
ver'd up to the Father. But of his Mediatory Kingdom he (peaks 
at v. 9. Where the Reaſon of it is alſign'd, becauſe he loved Righ- 
teorſneſs, and bated Iniquity, (i. e. becauſe our Lord Jeſus had 
In his humbled State perform'd a finleis Obedience to the Divine 
Laws in our Nature.) Therefore God his God had anointed him 
with the Oil of Foy above his Fellows; i. e. had exalted him in 
that very nature wherein he had perform d that Obedience to a 
ſupereminent degree of Glory and Joy above all his fellow Crea- 
tures, above both Men and Angels. So that God's being called 
his God referrs only to his Humane Nature, to which the Joy 
tt before him, as the Reward 8 his Sufferings, did 7. 
. ee 


(ee Hebr. 12. 2.) and 


0500 
therefore this Expreſlion do's not at 
all import any Superiority of the Father to the So as to his 
Divine Nature. Nay, as to thoſe who ſuppoſe (which yet I tce 
no neczthity or occalion for) That the Father is calPd bis Go4 


in his higheſt Capacity, yet even this wou'd inferr no more than 


the Father's being above him in reſpect to the Order of So; i. 
ſtence between the Sacred Three, (on which account the 5:7 


is call d God of God in the ancient Creeds, as was obſerv'd b:- 
fore). But this wou'd argue no Infericrity of the Son to the 


Father in point of Effence ; and much lets. That he was only 


call'd God on the account of his Office and Kingdom as Mediator, 


or on the account of his being a dignity'd Creature, For that 


! 


he was God in a much higher ſenſe is manifett from the very 


following werds, at v. 10, 11, Cc. where the Work of Creation 


is aſcrib'd to him, which plainly ſets him above the rank ol 


Creatures, (as I ihall anon more fully ſhew. ) 


Since therefore the Author is miſtaken in what he pretends 


to deliver as the Seriptare-account of the Godhead of the B. feſus, 
we may juſily ies ve him to take bis own Caution, (wich be 


thinks himſelf qualify'd as DiGator to give to the Cbriſtian 


World), © That men ſhou d be well aſſured on what grounds th) 
& go in this matter. We ge on no lets grounds than the Serip- 
ture giving him the mott incomrr.unicable Titles of God; ap- 
plying manifold 17 Tages of the Old Teſtament to him that at 
evidently ſpoken of the Supreme God, (particularly that trom 
the 102 Pſal. appl/ d to our Lord, I Heb. 10.) aſcribing truly 


Divine Perfectiouis and Worſhip to him. (Of which more after- 


wards). Our Author goes upon theſe two paſſages, which, (as 
I have {hewn). do both (conſider'd in their reference to the 
Context) meke againſt hint, . „ 

The Author concludes this Head by endeavouring to prepoſ- 
ſels his Reader againſt the Argument for the true Deity of Chriſt 
19 0 trom that noted paſſag: II Phil. 6, &c. Of which he 

aith, ts „ 

* As to that Place II Phil. 6. which is corrupt iy render d in 

« our Tranſlatim, He thought it no Robbery to be Equal with 
God, It is confeſt by Adverſaries themſchves, That it how'd be 
read thus, vi. That be did not aſſume, or arrogate, or ſnatch at, 
Lor govet, an Equality with God, The words are never known #0 
ce he us d in any other ſenſe, as is ſhemn by Dr. Tillotſon in hi. 
* Sermons againſt the Socinians ;' alſo by Dr, Whitby in 1 75 
| «4 | 6 v þ 
2 po it19 


C $23 
% | poſition on the place, and others. So that this rather denies than 
* aſſerts Chriſt's Equality to God, the (ill h. was i the Form of 
„ God, as that ntcs the outward Reſemblance of him in his mighty 


* Pow:r and Works, &c. which is the conſtant Meaning of Forms þ 


% in the New Teſtament. . 5 6 
Anſw. On this Paragraph of the Author's Thave theſe three 


Reffte tions to make, which I am lorry he has given me too 


juſt occaſion for. e 
1. Tha. it looks like too great a Degree of Confidence to 

charge OUT Trar;ſlition as corrupt in this place, . | | 

He knows well that the generality of Crichs agree with 


us in this Verhon of the words. And ?tis apparent to all chat 
underſtand the Greek Language, that 4erzy pl; liznth-s Robbery, 
and ayeodar to Think or Judge. And what tho in Plutarch 


and II Liodorug the Hhraſe be us'd in a different tenſe (which 
yet is leis agrees ble to the Primary ſignitication ot the words 
themſelves) will it follow That the Ap. Paul uſed em in that 
ſenſe? Elpectilly if we add that among all the Inſtances 


out of thoſe Authors for this ſenſe of the Phraſe, there is none 


that fully anſwers the Caſe before us. So that I ſee no co- 
gent Reaſon for our receding from the moſt obvious ſenſe of 
the words. And that plainly overturns the Author's Senti- 


ments. 5 8 


2, I can ſcarce look upon it any better than a difingenuous 


Prevarication in cur Author, to cite thoſe two Excellent Wri- 
ters ( the late Archbiſhop of Canterbury and Dr. Whitby ) as 


rejecting the common Tranſlation of this Phraſe, without giv- 
ing us a fair and juſt account of their Fxpoſition of it. For 


he knows well enough that they give ſuch an Interpretation 
of it, as equally aſſerts the, vπαe, Deity of Chriſt with our own. 


Tranſlation. So that they axe far from giving 1p this Place to 


the Unitarians, as our Author's Words would inſinuate, to an 


unwary Reader, If with the Archbiſhop we ſuppoſe the Form 


-_ 


of God to be an Expreſſion parallel to thoſe two oppoſite ones, 
the Form of a Servant, and the L ibeneſs of Men, the former do's 


28 truly imply our Lord Jeſus to be Partaker of a Divine Nature, 


as the latter implies him to be truly partaker of the Humane, 
And according to this Expoſition. The Ap. might very well 
mention it as an Inftance of our B. Saviour ad mira ble Humility, 
that he did not in his humbled State affect an Equality with 

Cod, but rather veil d his Divine Glory in the mean diſguiſe of 
our Sinful Fleſh, 3902 Nay, 


„ JO28 5 
Nay, if we ſhould take oe24 to be meant of Out ward Appea- 
"Ince or Reſemblance (as our Autbor wou'd underſtand it) 


He knows that Dr. Whitby has (according to that ſenſe of the 


word) given us this clear Expoſition of the Place, viz. That 


Our Lord Feſus as the Eternal Mord, did appear under the Old 
Teſtament with all the External Marks of Divine Majeſty and 
_ Glory, But that at his Incarnation he did not affect to appear in 


this Likeneſs of God, But emptied 92 60 (i. e. diveſted himſelt 


of all this External Glory) and took on him the Form or Appea- 
rance of a Servant, (i. e. Of one that came to miniſter, and not to be 
 mmiſtred unto, as our Lord himſelf ſeems to explain the Notion 
bol a Servant, xx Matt. 28.) being (for that purpoſe ) made in | 
the-Likeneſs of Men, Accordingly the fore-mention'd Expoſitor Þ 
to confirm this Interpretation, ſhews, 1. That the Appearance 


or Likeneſs of God under the Old Teſtament was repreſented in 2 
bright ſhining Cloud, or Light, or in a Flame of Fire, and in the 
Attendance if Angels, See viii Dan. 9. 10. Xxiv Exod. 16, 17. 


V Dent, 22, 24. illi Heb, 3, 4, &c. 2. That Chriſt as the Eternal 
Mord did appear in this Likeneſs to Moſes and the Patriarch of 
old. This Che tells us) was the Opinion both of the Antient 


Fews and ot the Primitive Chriſtians ; and is clearly intimated 
in the Scriptures (as may appear particularly by comparing 


 'xxi Numb, 5, 6. with 1 Cor. x. 9.) Where that Zehovah whom 

the 1ſraelites are ſaid to ſpeak againſt and tempt. is by the Ap. 
Paul affirm'd to have been Chriſt, See alſo xi Heb. 26. 3. That | 
after his Aſcenfion Our P. Saviour did reaſſume this Divine Form, 


this Majeſtick Splendor and Glory, See vii Acts 55. xxvi Acts 
13. 1 Kev. 14, 16. 2 Theſſ. 1. 7, 8. . 


Now this Expoſition do's evidently imply, That our B. Sa. 


viour had a præ-· cxiſtent Nature before he aſſum'd the human, 
and that that pre-cxiſtent Nature was Divine, both becauſe that 
External Glory, and that attendance of Angels, was always 1«C- 
kon'd the peculiar Mark of the Divine Preſence; and becauſe He 
that thus appear'd under the Old Teſtament, is not only fre- 
uently ftiVd Fehovah, but does everywhere lay claim to «7vine 
Perfections and Homage, eee Dk ce HD oP 
So that tho we ſhow'd read the words, who being (before) 
in the external appearance of God, did not affect a Likn ſs to God, 
c. They do by no means favour either the Arrian ur Socinian 


Cauſe, but clearly overthrow it, 


3. 1 


— 


—— Yo. 


(:49-)- 


3. I ſhall only add, That the Author has offer'd an Expoſi- 


tion of this paſſage ( borrow'd from the Socinian MWriters ) that 


is no way agreeable to the Tcæt or Context, : T 
the Form of God he underſtands the Outward Reſemblance 


of Chritt to God in his mighty Power aud Works, And fo makes 
ic an Argument of Chritt's Humility, that tho! he appear'd like 
Cod in his miraculous Works, yet he did not pretend to an 


Equality with him. 7 5 e 
Now this Expoſition is liable to theſe following Objections, 


1. That this Power of Working Miracles is no where in Scrip- 


ture call'd the Form of God, Nay, according to this Expolition | 


| Moſes and ſeveral Prophets under the 01d Trſtament, and the 


Apoltles under the New, might as truly be faid to be in the Form 


of God as our B. Saviour, lince They wrought Miracles as well as He, 


2. Whatever be mcant by the Form of Cod, Tis evident, 


That our Lord Jeſus in his humbled State empty d or dereſted 


himfelf of it, and in oppoſition thereto, took on him the Form of a 
Servant, But He never in his bumbled State deveſted himſelf of 


the power of Working Miracles, but exerted it, not only thrqugh 


the whole courſe of his Life, but even at his Apprehenſion, (a) 
Nay, when dying on the Croſs. For even then the Sun was 
darkned, the Veil of the Temple rent in twain, The Earth quakt, 
and the Rocks were rent, and the Graves opened, and many Bodies 

of the Saints which ſlept aroſe, See XXVII Matth. 45, 51, 52. 


| Inſomuch as theſe Effects of his Divine Power forct that Con- 


feſſion from the Centurion and theſe with him, Truly this was 
the Son of God, v. 5% | 5 . : 
3. The Text plainly intimates, That Chriſt was in the Form 
of God before he took on him the Form of a Servant, and was made 
in the Lik:neſs of Men, Whereas he appear'd in the Liken:ſs of 
Men. and converſt among men, many Years before he ever &x- 


erted his Power of Vorking Miracles, So that the Apottle 


ſhou'd have rather ſaid according to this Expoſition, Thot 
Chriſt having firſt taken on him the Form of a Servant, and bring 
made in the Likeneſs of Men, did afterwards appear in the Form or 
pi 0 of God, and yet did not ſnatch at, or arrogate to him ſelf, 

an Equality to him. And whereas to avoid this Argument. 

The Socimans pretend, That by his taking on him the Form of 
a Servant, is to be underſtood his ſuffering the Puniſhments and 
Death of a Slave, The Vanity of that Evgſfion appears, both 


(a) XVIU John b. XXII Luke 8 1. La 
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becauſe ſuffering Puniſhment is in no tolerable ſenſe the 
Form of a Servant, but of a Criminal. Fer a Men may ſuffer it with- 
out being 4 Servant at all: And becaule Chris taking on him 
the Form of a S-rvant is conj oin'd with hi being made in thc 
 Likeneſsof Men; and (to add no more) b.caute Corift's fes. 


fering the common Death of ares is add d by the Apoſtle as u 
_ farther d-gree of his Humili:tion, after be was found in the fa. 
ſhion or habit of a Man, at v. 8. And being tound in a- 
{hion as a Man, he became obedient unt) D-ath, even the Death 


— | 


„ as ö 


of the Croſs. 1% is Evidently a dittinct Step or Degree of his A 


Humiliation from that of his Taking on him the Form of a Servaiit. 
and being made in the Likeneſe of Men. . OT 
Once more, Ss or no nn 
4. Tais Expoſition greatly weakens the force of the Apo- 
ſtle's Argument tor Lowlimeſs of Mind from the Example of 

__ _ Chriſt's Marveilous Humility and Condeſcenſion, 
Ihe Ap. according to the Author makes it an Argument of 
Extraordinazy Humility in our B. Saviour, That when he 
vas like God in working Miracles, yet be did not arrogate to him- 
ſelf an Equality with God. But where is the Humility, that a 
meer Man, ( who according to him cou'd work no Miracle by 
any power of his own ) ſhou'd not affect an Equality to his Eter- 
nal and Almighty Maker, between whom and him there is an 
Infinite diſtance and difproportion ? Is not this as if we ſhou'd 
commend the Humilityof the Lord Mayor of Dublin becauſe 
he never aſpired to the Imperial Crown of theſe Three Kingdoms/ 
Is it fo rare an Inftance of Lowlmeſs of Mind that a Man thou d 
abilain from the higheſt degree poſſible of ſtupid Blaſphemy ! 
Let us apply this to the Apoſtles, Our Lord toretold em, That 
they ſhou'd do greater Works than his, XIV Fohn 12. So that ac- 
_ conding to our Author's Expoſition, They were as truly in the 
Form of God as our Saviour himſelf, (if that muſt be underſtood 
of the Power of Working Miracles ). Nay, it Chriſt be only a 
Creature, they no more derive that power from him than he 
from them, but both from the Father. Now what ſhou'd we 
think ofthe Ap. Paul who himſelf ſhar'd in this powers, if he 
had propos'd this as a marvellous Inftance of his own and Bar- 
nabas's Humility,that when the Lycaonzans cry'd out, The God's are 
come down to us in the Likeneſs of Men. and accordingly actually 
offer d to pay em Divine Worſhip, They refus d it, and did not 
pretend to an Equality with God ? Shoud we think tus. wy 
py x oa | 55 
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ſuch Extraordinary Inſtance of Lowlineſs of Mind ? Is there 


any great need of propoſing ſuch an Example to our Imitation, 
when no Man in his Wits ſcems capable of ſuch monſtrous 


- Arrogance 9-:- - 


But now according to the laſt Expoſition given of the 


words, The Argument drawn from the Example of our Lord 


is molt cogent and ſtrong, 248. That He the Eternal Ward 


who had always before appeared with the Marks of Divine 
| Majeſty and Glory, did not now affeF ſueh a Lik-neſs to God, but 
 ferept himſelf ( of all that Glory) to take on him the (contempti- 
ble) Formof a Servant, and to be made in the Likentſs of Men. 
This is an Inſtance both of moſt attoniſhing Condeſcenſion and 
Humility, and of a truly Divine Charity; That the Lord of 


Glory thou'd for our ſakes ſtoop ſo low, and appear in ſo mean a 


diſguiſe, *Tis ſuch an unparallell'd Inſtance of it as may at once 
command our Higheſt Wonder, and our moti Zealous Imitation, 
Upon the whole ir appears, that whether way we T:a' fate 


thoſe words ¶ He thought it no Rebbery to be Equal with God } 


or | He affected not a Likeneſs io God] The Text ttandg as a 


hrm unchaken Proof of the True Deity of our B. Saviour, 
Having vindicated this Argument from the Divine Titles gꝑi- 


ven to our B. Saviour, from the Author's Objections, I might 
here inforce it from the other Head of Divine Worſhip, But that 
Argument will appear with better Advantage, when we have 
conſider d, That the peculiar PerfeGons and Werks of God 
(the true Foundation of Divine Worſhip ) are aſcrib'd to him, 


I come therefore to the 


lid Argument for the true Deity of Chriſt. from the Incom- 


municable Attributes and Works af God that are in the H. Scrip- 
tures aſcribd to him. 5 


[ join both theſe together, becauſe the Incommunicable 


long tohim by whom they are perform'd. 


ö Works of God plainly demonſtrate ſuch Divine Perfections to be- 


As to theſe Divine Perfection or Attributes the Author tells us, 


Hat our B. Lord Feſus diſclaims thoſe infinite Perfections that he- 


_* long only ts the Supreme God of Gods, And adds, Ii moſt 


© certain, That if be want one, or any, of theſe Perfections that are 
* eſſential to tbe Deity, He ts not God in the chief ſenſe ; and if we 


find him diſclaiming the one, he eannot challenge the other, &c. 


Anſw. We willingly put the Controverſie on this iſſue, and 
freely grant that he cannot be the Supreme God to whom the 
infinite Perfection eſſential to the Deity do not belong. Tho 
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zs to what the Author ſuggeſts, That if he want any one of 'em, 


He is not the Supreme God; We may with equal reaton interr on 
the other Hand, That it it be proved he has any on? infinite Per- 
fection that belongs to the Deity, It will prove his being the 


Supreme God, For all Divine Perfections as they are infinite, are 


| alike incommunicable to any other Being. 


The Author fixes on thoſe three Perfections of Abſolute 


Omnipotence, Abſolute Goodneſs, and Abſelute Omniſcience. | 
l obſerve, That he has omitted that Perfection of Eternity 


that firſt offers it ſelf to one's view and conſidtration. Tis 
T probable he was willing to avoid that Controverſie between 


| thoſe Unitarians that eſpouſe the Arrian, and thoſe that fol- 
low the Socinians Scheme about our Saviowr's pre-exiſtence, For 


I imagirie the Author himſelf thinks the Socinian Doctrine in 
this Point indefenſible, and therefore ſeems to allow of a pre- 


exiſtent Nature in our B. Lord, atp.2. And he is not the only 
Writer among the late Unztarians that allows (what they 
call) an ante-mundane exiſtence of our B. Saviour. But ſince he 


has offcr'd nothing to implead his Eternity, I ſhall referr the 
Reader to the Arguments alledg'd for it by thoſe that have 


wrote on this Controverſie, and ſhall only add, That the Pſat- 
miſt knew of no other Being that exiſted before the World but 
God, when he thus deſcribes his Eternity, Before the Mountains 


were brought forth, or ever thou hadſt formed the Earth, Thou art 


from everlaſting to everlaſting God, xc Plal. v. 2, „ 

I I ſhall therefore confine my ſelf to theſe three Perfections, 
which the Author pretends that our Lord Feſus diſclaims. 
I begin, 5 . 5 


I. With that of abſolute and underivꝰd Omnipotence ; which 


Cas the Author tells us) “ is one great and peculiar Perfection of 


v* the Deity, He who cannot work all Miracles, and do what he 


* liſt of himſelf, without help from another, can never be the Su. 


& preme God, &c. 
Now in treating on this branch of the Argument, I ſhall 
Firſt Prove, That the Scriptures do aſcribe ſuch abſolute Om- 


nipotence to our B. Lord, and, Secondly, Examine what the Author 
has alledg d to ſhew, That our B. Saviour diſclaims it. Rb 
Firſt, I ſhall Prove, That the Scriptures do aſcribe this ab- 


tute Omnipotence to our Lord Jeſus, or do attribute that Al. 
mighty Power to him that is the mcommunicable Perfection of the 


Deity, # | * s .'0 . C. ..4 $ 4% * 4 | 8 : 
Li IJ | And 
1 4 


> 
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ſages that aſſert t 


——Ü— — — ———— — 2 


Toa 3. 


And becauſe the Power of Cauſes do's beſt a pear by the 


Greatneſs of their Effects, I ſhall chiefly inſiſt on this one Argu- 
ment (among many others which the Scriptures ſuggeſt.) which 
| take to be both clear and concluſive in this matter, I mean 


that drawn from the Creation of the World, And to make it 
good, | thall, ez 


I. Prove, That the H. Scriptures do aſcribe to our B. Lord the 


II. That this Creation of the World argues 


Under the former of theſe Heads I have the 


1. I come to ſhew, That the Holy Scriptures do aſcribe to our 


Let us co clear this matter 


his, and then more narrowly examine the 
force of em. 


M ſes begins his Hiſtory of the Creation with theſe words, 
| In the beginning God made the Heavens and the Earth, Gen. 1. 1. 
St. John begins his Goſpel with theſe parallel ones, In the ; 
beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the . | 
Mord was God. The ſame was in the beginning with God, All \ 


things were made by him, and without him was nothi 
was made. And again at v. 10. The World was a by him. 
And that St. Jobn by all things that were made by him, in- 
tends all things in Heaven and Earth, mention'd in the Moſaic 


account of the Creation, is evident if we will allow his Senti- 


ments to have been the ſame with St. Paul's, who tells us, 


That by him all things were Created that are in Heaven, and that 


are in Earth, Col. 1. 16. And becauſe Angels are not mentioned 


in the Moſaic Account of the Creation, leaſt any ſhou'd think 
them excluded (as ſome actually did, and even aſcrib'd the 


Moſaic Creation to em) The Ap. adds all things Viſible and 
Inviſible, Whether they be Thrones, or Dominions, or Principalities, 


or Powers, all things were Created by him and for him, And be 


is before all things, and by him all things conſiſt. And the ſame 


Inſpired Writer (if we ſuppoſe St, Paul the Author of the Ep. 


| Creation of the World, in the uſual ſenſe, i. e. The Giving Be- 
ing to all the ſeveral Creatures contain d in it. 
. the Almighiy 

Power of him that made it; and conſequently is (accord ing to 
| our Author's conceſſion) a ſolid proof of his true Deity, 

ha e Socinian Unita- 
| rians, under the latter the Arrian ones, to oppoſe. 
B. Lord ihe Creation of the World, in the common ſenſe of the 
words, 1. e. That he gave Being to all the ſeveral Creatures 
contained in it. 15 1 8 


, take a groſs view of thoſe paſ- 


ng made that 
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to the Hebrews ) tells us, That by him (viz. bis Son) God made 3 


the Worlds, Even thoſe Worids which, as he tells us in the ſame . 
Epiſtle, we underitaii by Faith that they were framed by the Nord A) 
of God. Compare de. 1.2. with c. 11.3. And to put it as 1 ® 

far as words can do, beyond any reaſonable Diſpute, the ſame of 

Inſpired Writer at v. 10, 11, 12. of the 1 Ch. applies to our B. hag 
Fadiour thoſe remarkable words of the Pſalmiſt which ſo mani- be 
keltly r-terr to the firſt Creation, Thou Lord in the beginning haſt wa 

laid the Foundation of th? Earth, and the Heavens are the Work © 

cf thy Hands, They ſhall periſh, but thou remaineſt, and they al! are 
hail war old as a Garment, and as a Veſture ſhait thou fold | 
them up, and the ſhall be changed; But thou art the 75 1e, | 

aud thy Nears fail not. 5 1 nd 
Now tt is manlic{r, That we are ſo far from offering the * 
leaſt violence to theſe paſſages that we underſtand 'em accord- = 
ing to the plain obvious S-nſe of the words, and their current an 
uſe and ſignification thr? the Scriptures, from which none oy 
ought to recede in xp unding 'em, without cogent Neceſlity, 7 

They clearly and fully deliver our Opinion, and we have no & 1 
occaſion to ſtrain *em to reconcile em with our Sentiments CO Tor 

concerning our B. Lord. N . me, 
But we cannot ſay ſo concerning our Adverſaries in this nl, 

point, The Socinian Unitarians, who are reduc't to hard ſhifts to 5 
reconcile theſe paſſages that aſcribe the Creation of all things ii 0 
Heaven and Earth, to our Lord Jeſus. to their Opinion of him, +. 
That he had no Exiſtence at all till about 4000 Tears after the Me- FF. 

bing of the World. 5 | 5 
I mult therefore confider what they have alledg'd to avoid 1 
the force of theſe Texts. „ on 11 
And I find em chiefly inſiſting on the two following Eva- Me ; 
nons. 5 CA a RA Ot IE HAY 3 
I. They do as to all the foremention'd Texts (except that - 2 
Hleb. I. 10, Oc.) alledge, That they are not to be underſtood a 
of the Creation of this material World, but only of that Refor- W 
mation of Mankind, of that happy change of the Moral State and AY, 
Condition of th: World, which they tell us the Scriptures of- < . 
ten expreſs under the Notion of a Ne. Creation, and the Ma- 2 
king New Heavens and New Earth. oy nk 5 
Now agiintt this way of Expounding theſe fore-cited Paſſa- - 
ges, I have theſe following Arguments to offer, * 


LIt 


ee 


b 
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I. It has been often objected to 'em, That this Expoſition is 
_ wholly new, All Chriſtian Writers for 1500 Years agreeing (the 


Arrians themſelves not excepted) to underſtand theſe paſſages 


as we do of the firſt Creation. So that if the general Conſent 


of the Chriſtian Church in expounding theſe Texts be of any 


weight, This Argument from Authority is full againti *em. But | 


becauſe this Argument ſeems to weigh but little with any of 


our late Vnitarians, who on all occaſions treat the Chriftian 
Church with the utmoſt contempt. I ſhall inſi on ſuch as 


are drawn from the paſſages themielves; 
Therefore 55 is 5 


II. 'Tis a juſt Prejudice againſt this Expoſition, that it puts 


a very z#1uſnal and forced ſenſe upon plain and clear Expreſſions 


without any cogent Neceſſity, 


To make this good. I ſhall 


For that 1 John 1, 2, 3. 10. I find it thus expounded in the 


34 Collection of Unitarian Tracts, Tra& 1. p. 9. * In, the 
* beginning of the Goſpel was the Word, that is, The Tora 


& Chrijt, who being the Bringer or Meſſenger of God's Will or 
Mord, is therefore call'd the Word, as in this very Chapter he 
& is call d Life and Light, becauſe he brought to Men the Goſ- 


« pel Light, and the Means of Life Eternal. And the Word 
vas with God, i. e. the Lord Chriſt was taken up into Hea.. 


ven to be inſtructed in all Points relating to his Embaſſage oi 


uk Minifiry, And the Word was God. In the Greek in wa 
0 


* a God. That ig, It pleaſed God to communicate to the Lor 
0 


(e 
ce 


tion of God; as he had formerly done to Moſes the Mediator 


4 45. 6, 11. And Pial. 82. 6. John 10. 34, 35. 1 Sam. 28. 


7" 11,12. 19, 14 by him were all things made, that ig, Al! 
8 ng to the New- Creation were made (or were ef- 
a fected) by him. The World was made by him, in the Greek, 


as things relating 


** was modelled by him: i. e. He reduc't all things to a new 
aud better Eſtate ; by his aboliſhing + and Fudaiſm, 
and introducing the Goſpel Oeconomy and 5 


tate. 
For the 1 Col. 16, Cc. I find it thus Paraphras'd, 1ſt Collect. 
of Unitarian Tracts, Tract 12th, P. 16. ns 

7 1 Chriſz 


= : preſent to the Reader the fore- 
cited Paſſages, with the Parapbraſe of our late Vnitariant upon 


Chriſt, who is the Mediator or Bringer of the New Teftament, 
that Name above every Name, even the Name or Appella- 


of the Old Teſtament ;, and to divers others, Exod. 7. 1. Pſal. 


— —— — — 


—— — 


© alſo made Head of 


they wrote by Divine Inſpiration. 


(6) 


* Chriſt is the Lord of every Creature, For by him are all, 
e both viſible and inviſible Creatures, even all Men and Angels, 
* modelld and diſpos d into a new order, being ſubjected 10 
& him and his Commands, As for Angels; all the Orders of 


* **m, Whether they be Tnrones or Dominions, None of em 


* are exempted from his Power and Authority, He rules over 
em, (Which us the meaning of v. 17.) And they are all as it 
were compacted into one Body under his Conduct, As for Men, 
Lat he is the beginning and firſt-born from the dead, ſo he was 

K Church his Body, So that in all things 
he bas the pre-eminence ; He rules in Heaven and Earth over An- 
gel, and over the Church, which is the ſenſe of v. 18. 
For that Text, Heb. 1. 2. By whom alſo he made the Worlds, 
They underſtand by Worlds, the Goſpel Ages or Times. 
For Heb. 1. 10, 11, Cc. They generally aſſert that 'tis not 

apply'd to Chriſt at all, or at molt only one clauſe in the Text, 
about the material Worlds periſhing and being ehang dk. 
As to all theſe Expoſitzons, I may juſtly appeal to the com- 
mon ſenſe of every Chriſtian Reader, whether they do not at 
firſt view appear ſtrain'd and forc't, and many of 'em far fetch't. 
Tis manifeſt that the words in their moſt obvious ſenſe are to 
be underſtood of the fiſt Creation. Now this the Socinian U- 
nitarians ſuppoſe to be a very dangerous Error. And yet *tis 
evident that the Inſpired Writers niight have eaſily prevented 
this Error which their Expreſſions ſo naturally lead us to, by 
ſaying, All things were made new by Chriſt, All things were 
created by him anew in Heaven and Earth. Or were nzw-mi- 
 delPd by him. That by him God made the New-Age and 
Diſpenſation of the Goſpel. And 'tis evident, That where 
the Inſpired Writers do ſpeak of the change made in the Hearts 
of Men by Regeneration, in alluſion to the work of Creation, 
they do uſe ſuch cautious Expreſſions as theſe, which plainly 


point us to this Metaphorical ſenſe. Whereas according to 
them, The Inſpired Writers, in the paſſages under our conſi- 
deration, have needleſly affected to ſpeak in ambiguous Lan- 


guage, ſo very liable to be miſunderſtood, that without an 
harſh and forced Expoſition, it muſt needs miſlead and pervert 


the Judgment of their Readers in a Matter of the higheſt Con- 
ſequence. And none can well ſuppoſe this of em that believes 


It 


[t 


— r OA 16 AO. As 


C „(» 


„% 


It had been objected to em by the late Archbiſhop of Canter- 


bury, That a Man might with the ſame dexterity of Wit and 


Fancy pervert the words of Moſes that ſpeak of the Firſt Crea- 


tion, and interpret em of the Moral Change made in the World 

by the Moſaic Diſpenſation, as they do the words of St. John in 
the beginning ot his Goſpel. And 'tis obſervable what our 
late Vnitarians reply to it. Tis this, © That it it had been 
* faid in Ceneſis, In the beginning Moſes Created the Heavens 
„and the Earth, &c. They wou d have thought theniſelves 0 
* lig'd to interpret that Chapter of the Moral Change made in the 


* World by the Moſaic Diſpenſatin. And they think themſelves 


* equally oblig'd to Interpret the beginning of St. John's Goſpel 
* this way, becauſe they find the Evangeliſt ſpeaking of the Lord | 


* Ct:ritt, who is confeſſed to have been a Man, and yet ſaith of 


him, All things were made by him. Aud again, The World 


ee 


ee eee N 
Anſiv. Can any thing be a more notorious begging the Que- 


tion than this? They are ask t, Why we may not interpret che 
Iſt of Geneſis, as they do the firſt of St. John The ſum of the 
Anſwer is, becauſe in Geneſis The Creation there mention d is a- : 
ſerib'd to God, and not to Moſes, whereas in St. John tis aſcri- 

bed to one confeſſed to be a Man. Is it fo ? Is it Evident that 
the Evangeliſt by the Word that was with God, and was 
God, that was the Light that lighteth every Man that comes into 
the World, &c. underſtands only a Man ? Do not his words 
rather in their moſt obvious ſenſe deſcribe a higher Being? 


Do's he not expreſly call him God? Does he not tell 


us afterwards at v. 14. That this Word was made Fleſh, 
and dwelt among us, &c. and thereby plainly diſtinguiſh the 
Mord from that frail and mortal Human Nature he afſum'd 
in order to his converſe with the Sons of Men? So that 


there is nothing here that ſhou'd force 'em to put this unu- 


ſual and harſh conſtruction upon the plain words of the 


Evangelift, but a violent paſſion for their pre-conceiv'd Opi- 
nion. That J. Chriſt is only a Man, and that he is only call'd 
the Word becauſe he was the Bringer of the Will and Ward of 
God, In which ſenſe every Prophet might aſſume the ſame Ti- 
tle and Character to himſelf, which the Scriptures elſewhere 


appropriate to the Son of God as his Peculiar and moſt Illuſtri- 


Ous 


was made by him. Hereupon the Socinians think it wild 
Extravagance to imagine more Gods or New-Creators, c. 
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Hhimſelf, Rev. 19. 12,13. But I mutt add, 


oo C08. 
ous Character, and ſpeak of it as 4 Name that none knew but he 

III. Th ir Expotition is inconfiſtent with the genuine ſenſe of 
theſe paſſugcs of Scripture. _ 5 


To that this I ſhall make a few Remarks upon their Expo. | 
ſation of each ct theſe paſſages, 1 
As to the #x9ſitoa racy give of John 1. 1, 2, 3, 10. (men- 


tion'd p. 51.) | might take notice, how ftrange a Coutruction 


em of Chrſi's being ta xn up into Heaven to be inftracted in his 


they give oi chote words, was with God, when they expound 


Embaſſage and Mimjtry, For they are forc't for the perverting 
dem to invent a Matter of Fact, which there is no Footſtep ot 
in the whole Hittory of dur Saviour's Life; tho had it been 


true, It was of the greatett importance, and a particular rela- 
tion of it highly needful to confirm our belief of his Divine 


 Mifhon. I might alſo obſerve, That that Author {upnotes the 
Name or Appellation of God here given to Chriſt to be the Nan 
above every Name ( wention'd by the Ap. 2 Phil. 9. 10.) and 

yet makes that Name to be common to him with Motcs, and So- 


lomon, with Angels and Magiſtrates, which looks very like a 
contradiction. And he moſt untruly inſinuates that Mies 
call'd a God, as he was Mediator of the Old Teſtament, Where- 
as he is only call'd a God to Pharaoh, 7 Exod, 1. But againſt his 
Expoſition, That all things bring 4 by Chriſt, means only, 
All things relating to the New Creation were made or effected by 


bim, And that the World's being made by him, imports only, 
Its being modell d and reduc't to a better ſtate, &c, I have 
theſe three things to offer. „„ 5 


1. Tis falſe in Matter of Fact, That all things relating to th: 
New-Creation were done by him. 

All the Predictions of the Old Teſtament, The whole of John 
the Baptiſt's Miniſtry, All the Labours of the Apoſtles in pri pa- 
gating the Goſpel, Nay, our Lord's own miraculous Concep- 
tion. Reſurrection, ©c. relate to the Ne. Creation, And yet can 
in no tolerable ſenſe be ſaid to be done or effected by the Man 


. ——— —— — —— 
2. That World was made by him in which he was, He was in 
the World, and the World was made by him. But he was in 


Wn material World, and therefore the Creation of that is aſcrib'd 
to him. 


3. That 
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„„ 
2. That the Evangeliſt ſpeaks not of his making the ſpiritual 
IWorld, appears by the following words. The World was made 
by him, and the World knew him not, Even that World that 
was made by him knew htm net. Which cannot be true ot 
the Spiritual World, i. e. of that part of Mankind whom our 
Saviour has made New-Creaiurcs, and has reform'd : for thoſe 
knen and readily own'd him. To avoid this, they are forc't 
to ſuppoſe that the Evangelitt, in the compaſs of one Verſe, uſes 
the Vorid in this different ſenſes, and two ot em directly op-» 
potite to on? r nocher. For when the Evangeliit ſaith, Chriſt was | | 
in the World. they underſtand it of this material World, When 
he adde, Ihe Hod was made by him. They underſtand it of = 
that pari of Mankind that embrac'd the Coſpel, and were reform d 4 
by it. When he adds, that the VVorld knew him not, Thev un- 
de ttand it of that part of Mankind that continued Infidel and Un- 
reform d. But who can ever think tha anlnſpired Writer vou d uſe 
ſuch ſtrange ambiguity as this in a plain aud ſimple Narrative? 
Eſpecially when ſuch ambiguous Expreſſions were in fo great 
danger of beivg milund< food, and have actually led the while |} 
Chritiian Church to believe that the Evangeliſt aſſerted Chriſt | IF 
to be the Maker of the World, which our Adverſaries take to 
be a pernicious Error? Can they reverence him as an Inſpired 
Writer, who thus incautiouſly plays with an ambigu- 
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ous word to the extreme peril of his Reader. 
For their Expoſitzon of 1 Col. 16, &c. I nced only run briefly 
over it toexpote the abturdity of it. V 
The Apotile faith, by CHriſt were all things created that are in 
Heaven and that are in Earth, Cou'd he have us'd any Expreſ- 
tions more full and comprehenſive than theſe? Or any more 
frequently us'd to expreis all the Creatures contain'd in the 
World - Nay, things Inviſible as well as Viſible were created by 

him. Even Thrones and Dominions, Principalitics and Powers. 
All things viſible were created by him, i. e. Say they, © The 
| . d:gencrate ſtate of Mankind was veform'd, Paganiſm and Ju- 

„K 187 | | hy ? : 1 

e daiſm aboliſt't, and the Goſpel Oeconomy introduo't. But 


| where can chey find all things viſible , and all things on Earth, 
? us d in Scripture for that part of Mankind which was reform'd 
; by the Preaching of the Goſpel 2 We read indeed of the things 
| that are ſeen, and which were not made of things that do appear, 
xi Heb. 3. But thoſe are meant of this Viſtble Creation, And 
we read of al things that are on Earth frequently mention'd as 
0 | 


part 


( 


part of the firſt Creation. But theſe Phraſes are never usd to 


repreſent thoſe that renounc't Judaiſm and Paganiſm, and em- 


| brac'd Chriſtianity; And yet theſe are the only, All things 


viſible, and all things on Earth, that our Ad verſaries will allow 


Chriſt to have created. For they cannot ſuppoſe that the Apo- 
ſtle underſtands ſo much as Mankind in general, ſince it was 
but a very {mall part of it that embrac't the Goſpel. So that 
be ſhoud in all reaſon have only ſaid, ſome things viſible, and 
ſome things on Earth, were created by him. Beſides, the Apoſtle 
treats of this New-Creation as a diſtiuct thing atterwards ar 
L. 20, 21, ©c, But did he thus alſo create all things Inviſible, 
| Thrones and Dominions, &cC? Did he reform the H. Angels from 
a ſtate of degeneracy that never fell into it? Or retiore them to 
the Image and favour of God who never fell from it? No. 
| Here his Creating does not import any ſuch New-Creation at | 
all; For there was no need of it. What does it import then? 
why they tell us, That the H. Angels were modelPd and diſ- 
pod by 


0 im, i. e. They were ſubjected to his Authority. 
But ( beſides the manifeſt harthneſs of this Paraphraſc ) how 


comes the Apoſtle to ſay, That the H. Angels were thus mo- 
_ delPd by Chriſt ? Did he thus ſubjeG em to bimſelf : No, this 
was none of hs Act at all, but only the Aci of the Father, and it 
was by him alone that they were thus modelPd. For tis he that 

put em under his fret, 1 Cor. 15, 28. Beſides, Cou'd the Apo- 
le find no fitter way to expreſs the H. Angels being ſubjected 


by the Father to Chriſt, but by ſaying, they were created by Cbriſt 
himſelf ? (For that is the moſt plain and uſual ſenſe of the 
word). This Inferior World was at hrtt ſbjected by God to 


the Dominion of Man, But what thou'd we have thought of 
Moſes. if in his Hiſtory of the Creation he had told us, That all 
things both in Earth and Sea were created by man? Cou'd we 


ever imagine that he meant no more, than that God when he 
made em put em under his Authority, But what ſhall we ſay 
of Evil Angels? ( For they are alſocall'd Principulities and Pow- 
ers ) Why, they are ſaid to be created by Chriſt, becauſe he 


rules over em with a deſign to deſtroy their uſurped Dominion 


and Power, So that the ſame Word, apply'd to Mankind, im- 


plies Reforming em. to good Angels Commanding em, to fallen 


Angels it ſignifies deſtroying their uſurped Power, But upon the 


whole. his Creating all things comes at laſt (as the Biſhop of 
Morceſter had well obſery'd ) to his Creating nothing at all. To 
uc 
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ſuch ſtrange inconſiſtencies are our Ad verſariæs reduc't by theit 
bold attempts to wieſt ſuch paſſages as theſe from their clear 

obvious meaning. W 5 
For that paſſage, I Feb, 2. By hom he alſo made the Worlds, 
That it is not meant of the Cofpel- Ages or Times, will appear 
if we conſider, That no place in all the Scripture can be pro- 
duc*t in which & is to be underſtocd of the Gofpe! times t 
Ages, whereas tis evidently us'd by the Inſpired Writer of this 
Epiſtle, tor the Nord or Unwerſe xi Heb, 3. By Faith we under- 
ſtand thut the Norlds were made by the Word of God. Even by 
that Hord or Son of God, by whom, he is ſaid in this place, 10 
make m, es | E „ 


Again. If the Inſpired Writer had meant the Goſpel-1imez, 


| he ſhou'd not have (tid that God has made em by his Son, but 


that he zs now about to make im. For they were far from being 


then made. And tor thoſe that underſtand by the Mo rlds, 
the World or Ages to come, i. c. the Heavenly Regions and the 
Happineſs thereof; They are reduc't to the neceſſity of giving us 
a yet harſher Expoſition of the words, when they tell us, 
That tho' the World in that ſenſe be not properly made by 
Chriſt, (For thoſe heavenly Regions they ſuppoſe to be made 
long before he had a Being) yet he is fatd to make em, be- 
cauſe he made em ours, by giving us the promiſes of that fu- 
ture Happineſs. And what plain Text may not any Man 
pervert at that wild and looſe rate of Interpreting? 8 
f Cr ge 

Iv. There is one of theſe Texts which undeniably referrs 
to the Old Creation, and cannot be underſtood of the Reforma- 
tum of Mankind by the Goſpel, 3555 e 
Io clear this, We mult obſerve That the Inſpired Writer to 
the Hebrews ſaith at 2. 8, 9. To the Son he ſaith, Thy Throne, O 
God, rs for ever and ever, &c. And immediately ſubjoins at v. 10. 
And. Thou, Lord, in the beginning haſt laid the Foundation of 
this Earth, and the Heavens are the Work of thy Hands ; They 
hall periſh, but thou remaineſt. And they ſhall all wax old s 
doth a Garment. And as a Veſture (halt thu fold them up, and 
05 mg be changed; But thou art the ſame, and thy Tears ſpall 
nor fal. 

Here indeed Our Adverfaries skill in Critics fails 'em, and 
all the Subtilty they are Maſters of will not enable 'em to per- 
vert this paſſage as they do the reſt, to ſpeak only of the New 

> ; E Creation. 
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Creation. For they plainly ſee, The Heavens and Earth her 
ſpoken of, ſhall periſh. Whereas the New Creation ſhall be per- 
fected, not deſtroy d, ſhall Iaſt for ever, not periſh or be changed, | 
And therefore under this ſtrait they are forc't to a very deipe- | 
rate ſhift. even to deny, That the Inſpired VVriter intended to ap- 


words at v. 2. by interpreting em of a Metaphorical Creation, 
than they can thoſe at v. 10. But rather than own Chritt as the 
KG, - Makerof this material World, they ſeem not concern'd, what 
; Indignity they put on the Inſpired Writer, by making him cite . 
this paſſage (according to them) to no valuable purpoſe, ift 
|; nay, rather to a very 2ʃ/ and dangerous one, that naturally leads for 
us to what they account a pernicious Error. | 


ply theſe words to our p. Saviour, But how can that be? Does tl 

be not as truly apply this paſſage taken out of 102 Pſalm to our pe 

Saviour, as that taken out of the 45th? Nay, it theſe words | y 

referr not to our Lord Feſus, To what purpoſe are they a |? ay 

| ledg'd > What do they lignitie to prove his Pre-eminence a- |} 

| bove thoſe Angels that are requir'd to worſhip him; and indeed |? I. 
are under the higheſt Obligations to do it, it he gave em their | 

Being ? Mas why ſhould we ſcruple to apply to him the |! pa 

| Creation of the Heavens and the Earth at v. 10. to whom the In- th 

5 ſpired Writer had afcrib'd the Making of the VVorlds at v. 22 on 

| All the buſineſs is, That they cou'd more eaſily pervert thoſe BZ {6 


But becoule this lcoks too groſs, ſome of em ſeem willing Ar 
to grant, That the 1xſpired Vriter did deſign in citing this ane 
patlage out of 102 Fſalm, to apply by way of accommodation that ma 


Wl | paſſage in it to our Lord Feſws, that ſpeaks of the periſhing of i»! the 
bl 2 ee For they tell us the D chis viſible for 
World belongs to Chriſt, tho' the Creation of it does not. But Lat. 
we are ſure, To whom the Plalmift faith, They ſhall periſh, but all 
thou remaineſt,To him he had ſaid before, Thou, Lord, aſt founded tie I Th 
Earth, &c. And we are ſure the Inſpired Vuriter makes no ( 
change of the Perſon, ſo that if the latter Clauſe of this Quota- 
= tion belong to Chriſt. fo does the former. E | 
And for their Objection againſt our applying this paſſage to 
| 7 Chriſt, viz. That if the Author had believed Chriſt to be the 
| ; Maler of Heaven and Earth, what need he take ſo much ains 
8 to prove his Superiority to Angels, For who doubts of the 
Creator being Superior to his Creatures ? It will appear to have 
no weight in it, if we conſider, That the Apoſtle bad under. 
taken to ſhew, Not only the Dignity of Chrift, as Meir of all 
| | | | thing], 


n „„ „„ 
{ things, but that he was therefore the Heir and Lord of all 
1 things, becauſe they were made by him. And for this purpoſe 
NJ It was proper to cite ſuch paſſages of the Old Teſtament as attri- 
bute the firſt Creation to him. And this was the more needful, 
|} becauſe there were both ſome Fews and Herezicks that afcrib'd 
the jirft Creation to Angels ; in oppolition to whom the Inſp. 
red VVritcy had juſt occaſion to aſcribe it to our Bleſſed Lord; 
|* which he does by citing this Paſſage out of a P . alm, which the 
ancient Jews had apply d to the Meſſiab (az. 
Having ſhew the Vanity of this their moſt ſpecious Evaſion, 
I need not inſiſt long on their 5 2 „ 
| Hd Evaſion, iz, That tho' it ſhou'd be allow'd, that theſe 
|: Paſſages {peak properly of the firſt Creation of the VVorld, yet 
they do not aſſert, That the VVorld was made by Chriſt, but 
only for him, (i. e. with a deſign to ſubject it to him. For 
x fo they render the words „ dvzs ] Fobn 3, and 10. And fo 
=, * yo „„ 
EBut the unreaſonableneſs of this Pretence will appear, if we 
confider, _ Solo ere hong „„ I 
1. That this ſenſe is no way agreeable to the Original. For | 
5 if the Apoſtle had intended to have ſaid, All things were made | 
5 For him, be ſhould have ſaid I &urTivy, . ET 
2. This ſenſe is evidently confuted by the words of the | 


s I Apoſtle, 1 Col. 16. where theſe Two are carefully diſtinguiſh, 
is and both apply'd to our Bleſſed Saviour, That all things were 


it made both by him, and for him, i 4uTs Y eit avriv. Nay, he is 
he therefore {aid to be the Firſt-born of the Creation in the v. | 
foregoing, and to be before all things in the v. following (which 


latter Phraſe beſt explains the Senſe of the former) becauſe 
all things were made by him. Whereas it wou'd not prove, 
That he is before all things, becauſe they were created for him 
(i. e. with a deſign to ſubject 'em to him) long before he had 
being. And to avoid this, I find one of the Vnitarian Wri- 
ters ſtraining his Critical Skill, by thus Paraphraſing the Words, 
All things were made for him, and to his Service, and he is above 
ll things, (For ſo he groundleſly renders 7e3 #dvrer ), (b) 
But he is hard put to it, when he is forc'd to make the Inſpi- i 
red Apoſtle guilty of ſo groſs a Tautology, as to ſay, All things |. 
were made for him, and for him, For ſo dt duny undoubtedly || 
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fſtcgniftes, (ſee xi Rom. 36. ) tho? he falſiy pretends that 
Mi d ſignifies ſo too. And I may by the way add, that We 
are ſure from the Text jult now cited, xi Rom. 36. That all 


things are only for or to him, Of whom, and by (os thro” ) who 


they are, So that if all things be for or to Chriſt, Tis becauſe he 
is that God of and by whom they are, And if the Unitarians 
make the Apoſtle guilty of this Tautology here, they muſt ſup- 
poſe him to be guilty of it there too, tor the Phraſes are evi- 
dently the ſame in both Texts. But there no Man will pretend 
that i avs and e dvniy ſignifie the ſame thing. 


I ſhall only add, 


3. That the forecited Text, 1 Hebr. 10. is no way capable 


of this Evaſion, All things muſt be made by as well as for him, 


ho founded the Earth, and the Work of whoſe Hands the Hea- 


vent are. e SD 
Having prov'd againſt the Socinian Vnitarians, that the Scrip- 


tures aſcribe the Creation of the World to Chriſt, in the proper © 


ſenſe, I now proceed, 


II. To prove in oppoſition to the Arrian Unitarians, That © 
the Creation of the World is a ſolid Evidence of the Almighty = 
Power of him that made it, and (conlequently ) of his tru: 


Deity. 


the glory of it. 


Maxim, Every Houſe is built by ſome Man, but he that * 
. _ 


Theſe Adverſaries do indeed fairly allow us the plain literal | 
ſenſe of the foremention'd paſſages that aſcribe the Creation of | 7 
all things to our B. Saviour, But they deny this Inference we 
draw from it; For they tell us, Our Lord had a pre-exiſtent 
Nature, That in reſpect of that Nature he was the tirtt and molt 
perfect Being that ever God made, and employ'd by him as bis? 
Inſtrament in the Creation of the World, And this they ſuppok Þ 7 

he might be without aſcribing Omnipotence to him. Nay. they | 7 
pretend this their Opinion to be countenanc't by the Apoſtk | 
when he calls our Lord, The Firſt-born of every Creature, I Col. |. 

15. And by Chriſt, when he ſtiles himſelf the beginning of ile 
Creation of God. 3. Rev. 14. 3 
Nou to juſtifie the Aſſertion, I have laid down in oppoſition 

to theſe Ad verſaries, I {hall offer the following Conſiderations} Þ 

1. The Scriptures every where appropriate the Work ot. 

Creation to God, and exclude all other Beings whatever from 


The Author to the Hebrews lays down this as a granted“ 


[<>] 


| ( 69) 
things is God, III Heb. 4. And accordingly throughout th: 
” whole O. Teſtament the great God does everywhere diſtin- 
> guiſh himſelf from all other pretended Deities by this, That he 
wa the Maker of Heaven and Earth; He everywhere challenges 
this as his peculiar Glory, That ihey, and all things contain d in 
em, are the Work of his Hands, Tis one God that Created em. 
2 Mal. 10. As for thoſe Gods that have not created the Heavens 
and the Earth, he declares, they ſhall periſh from the Earth, and 
from under theſe Heavens, But he is the true God, that hath made 
the Earth by his Power, and eſtabliſb't the World by his Wiſdom, 
JJ) O77 })T'7'' io. „ 
Lay, he poticively excludes any other Being from any ſhare in 
the glory of this illuſtrious Work. Thon, (faith Hezekiah ) even 
thou alone, art the God, even thou alone, of all the Kingdoms of the 
Earth; thou haſt made Heaven and Earth, 2 Kings xix. 15. To 
the tame purpoſe Nchemzab faith, Thou, even thou, art Lord alone, 
thou haſt made Heaven, The Heaven of Heavens, with all their 
Hoſte, (thoſe Thrones and Dominions, Principalities and Powers, 
ſeäaid to be created byChriſt, 1 Col. 16. the Earth, and all things 


that are therein, the Seas, and all that is therein, and thou pre ſerveſt 


em all. (Compare this with 1 Col. 17. By him all things conſiſt, 
and 1 Heb. 3. He wpholds all things by the word of his power). 


And the Hoſt of Heaven worſhip thee, (Compare this with 


I Heb. 6. Let all the Angels of God worſhip him.) He alone 
( (bgaich fob, ſpeaking of God) ſpreads out the Heavens, ix Job 
8. Nay. the B. God himſelf ſaith, I have made the Earth, and 


= created Man upon it. I. even my Hands, (i. e. my Power) have 


% ſtretched out the Heavens, and all their Hoſt have I commanded, 

xl II. 12. And ſure if any Expreſſions can be decilive in this 
> matter, God's own words muſt be allow'd to be ſo. when he 
2 to potitively declares by the Prophet, I am the Lord that maketh 


A all things, that ſtretcheth forth the Heavens alone, and ſpreadeth 
abroad the Earth by my ſelf, xliv If. 24. How unaccountable 


and unwarrantable are theſe Expreſſions if the great God us'd 


another, even a Created Being, as his Miniſter and Inſtrument in 
the great Work of Creation, For none is ſaid to do that alone 
and by himſelf which he uſes the aſſiſtance and miniſtry of another 
in the performance of. Nay, how inexcuſable is the Inſpired 


* Writer to the Hebrews, that aſcribes this Work of Creation to 


Chriſt in the ſame Expreſſions which the P/almiſt had us d 
concerning the great Fehovah, "ou haſt founded the Earth. 
Par. 3 and 
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and the Heavens are the Work of thy Hands! 1 Heb. 10. 
But if we allow our Lord Jeſus to be the ſame God with 
the Father, *Tis no way inconſiſtent with God's making all 
things by himſfelt, that the Father made em by his Sou, his 


Eternal Eſſential Word. For even the ſame Inſpired Writers de- 


Clare that God made en 1 his Word, and by the Breath of his- 


Mouth, 33 Pſal, 6. The Eſſential Power of the Father and the 


Son are the ſame. But that leads me to add, 


2. The Apoſtle Paul makes the Creation of the World a de- 


monſtrative proof of his Eternal Power and Godhead that 


made it. 


the World are clearly ſeen, being underſtood by the things that are 


made, even his Eternal Power and Godhead, 1 Rom. 20. But 
now the Force of this Argument is loft, if a Being might make | 
all thoſe things that had no ſuch Eternal Power and Godhead at | 


all, but was it ſelf a created and temporary Being, and the 
voluntary Production of a ſuperior Being. — 1 


3. The very Notion of an Inſtrument in the Work of Crea. 


tion ſeems abſurd and inconſiſtent. 


For God's Creation of the World is ail along expreſs't in Scrip- - 
ture by his Commanding things into Being, Thus in the fore- 


cited place, I, even my Hands, have ſirctched out the Heavens. and 


all their Hoſts have I commanded, xlv 7 12. S0 xxxiii Pf. 9. 
He Ju and it was done, He commande 
the 


and it ſtood faſi, So 
ame Pſalmiſt ſpeaking of the Heaven of Heavens, faith, He 
eommanded and they were created, cxlviii P.. 5. Nay, in the 


Account given by Moſes of the Creation, tis evident, that the 


Energy of no created Being cou'd intervene between God's 
Will or Command, and the Effect to be producd. He ſaid, Let 


_ "#here be Light, and there was Light, 1 Gen. 3. And what In- 


fluence cou'd any Infirument have in ſuch a Production? 
There is in Creation no pre-exiſtent Matter, and therefore no- 
thing for an Inſtrument to fix upon. 5 

Beſides, when they tell us, That God made this pre-exiſtent 
Nature of Chriſt his Inſtrument in'the Creation of the World, they 
either mean, That he communicated thereto a finite or an infi- 
nite Power in order to his concurring in this Work of Creation. 


If they ſay an infinite Power, they blaſphemouſly Deific a Crea- 
ture by aſcribing to it the Incommunicable Perfection of the 


Divine Nature. If only 4 fizite Por, ſuch a finite Power can 


j 


For the Inviſible things of him (faith he) from the Creation of {3 


— WW Ran R 


„ 


b 


* 


* 


„ 


ſignifie nothing at all to the work of Creation, which plainly 


requires no leſs than a boundleſs or infinite Power to effect it. 


For tis the higheſt act of Power (the 1timam quod fic of Om- 


nipotence) to give Being to that which was nothing be- 
fore. And nothing can be impothble to the Being that can 


do this. *Tis therefore far beyond the reach of a finite 
Power. 5 CE ia 8 85 
4. The Creation of all things is aſcrib'd to our Lord Jeſus in 


expreſſions that exclude him from the Rank of Creatures. 


He who was God, and by whom all things were made, and with- 
out whom not any thing was made that was made. was him- 
ſelf unmade, and therefore Eternal, He can be no Creature, by 
whom all things were Created, and who was before all Crea- 


tures, He that was before the Mountains were brought forth, and 
before the Earth or the World was form d, is (in the Pſalmiſt's 
c account) from everlaſting to everlaſting God, xc Pſal. 2. 


And for what may be objected trom the Apolile's calling 


our Saviour the Firſt-born of all Creatures, (or rather of the 


whole Creation) It will appear to be of no force to prove that 
Chriſt himſelf was a Creature, if we conſider, That ' tis ſuffi- 
cient to juſtifie his being calPd the Firſt- born of the whole Creation, 
becauſe he tranſcends all Creatures both in Duration and in 
Dignity, He is both before em in Time, and is the Lord 
and Heir of em. But it cannot here import his being of the 


ſame Nature with *em, becauſe that wou'd make the Apoſtle 


Paul both contradict himſelf, in the Reaſon he adds, viz. That 
all things were created by him, And to contradict St. John, who 
faith, /VVithout him, Nothing was made that was made, 1 John 3. 
And the „ 10 himſelt explains his own ſenſe, when at 2. 17. 
he adds, That he was before all things. And *tis obſervable that 
the Phraſe is alter d, when the Apoſtle by Firſt-born means one 


|} oftheame Noe! Seeaer, 18, And 5 Rom: 29, a6 wi 


appear to ſuch as can conſult the Original. 

And for Chriſt's being call'd The beginning of the Creation of 
God, The word dex» when it does not referr to Time, does 
uſually ſignifie either the Efficient Cauſe, or the Head and Chief. 
And neither of thoſe ſenſes implies our Lord to be hiinſelf a 
Creature, but rather implies the contrary. 5 | 

Having thus prov'd both that the Scriptures aſcribe the 
Creation of the V/orld to our Bleſſed. Saviour, and that his Crea- 
ting it is a demonſtrative ne of his Almighty Fog, I 


72 


ſhall only briefly ſubjoin, That the Scriptures aſcribe to our 


Pleſſed Lord other VVorks that are the Effects of an Almighty | 


Power, and are in Scripture appropriated to the Blefſed God. 
Thus what the Pſalmiſt aſcribes to the great Fehovah at ci 
Pſal. v. 30. The Inſpired Writer to the Hebrews afcribes to the 
Son of God, That he upholds all things by the word of his power, 
is God that quickens the Dead, Tis he alone that can N and 
make alive, iv Rom. 17. 2 Kings v. 7. And yet our Lord Feſus 


attributes to himſelf th: power of quickning whom he will, He 


can by his Commanding voice, cauſe the Dead to hear, and riic 


out of their Graves, v John 21, 25. 28. And his thus Railing 


the Dead, and changing our vile Body to faſhion it like to his glo- 
rious Body, is by the Apoſtle Paul ſaid to be effected, accord- 


ing to the working of his mighty Power, whereby he is able th ſub- 
due all things to himſelf, iii Pnil. 21. Expretlions that import 


his Power to be abſolute and irreſiſtible. Z ; 
_ Having thus ſhewn, That the Scriptures aſcribe ſuch ah. 
tute Omnipotence to our B. Lord, I come, 


II. To Examine what the Author has alledg'd to perſwade 


us, That our B. Saviour himſclf diſclaims this Perfection. 
* Tis moſt evident, (faith he. That our Lord Feſus, (whatever 


Power he had ) confeſſes again and again, That he had not Ini 


Fo nite Power of himſelf, v John 30. Of my ſelf I can do no- 


* thing. He had been ſpeaking of great Miracles, viz. Rang 


vibe Dead, and Exceuting all Judgment ; but all along takes 


©» 


Son can donothing but what he ſees the Father do. So #1 
* the middle, v. 26, 27. The Father has given the Son to have 
Life in himſelt. And as if he cond never too much inculcate 
this great Truth, he adds towards the Concluſion, I can do lo- 
thing of my ſelf, or from nothing that us my ſelf do I draw this 
'* Power and Authority, Sure this is not the Voice of God, but of 
a Man! For the mojt High can receive from none; He cannot he 
E made more mighty or wiſe, &c. becauſe to abſolute Perfiction cal 


he no Addition, And fince Power in God is an Eſſential Per— 
* fection, It follows that if it be derivd, Then ſo is the Eſſence aud 
Being it jelf, VVhich is Blaſphemy againſt the moſt High, For 
tzs to Ungod him, to number him among poor, dependent, de- 
rivative, Beings, Vhilſi the Supreme God indeed is only h- 


'+ whois the firſt Cauſe, and abſolute Original, of all, 


— 
4 


Aim, 


care, Men ſhou'd know his ſufficiency, for theſe things was of i 
God the Father. In the beginning of the Diſcourſe, v. 19. The | 
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in his Enquiries, that he only picks out a few Expreſſions that 
ſeem to favour the Opinion he has embract, without taking 
the leaſt notice of the Evidence ſuggeſted in the Context on 
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Anſw. It is no good Argument of the Author's impartiality 


the other tide. And that he does fo in this place, will appear 
apon a tuller view of the whole Paſlage. „„ 

We read at v. 16. That the Jews ſought to kill our Lord Jeſus, 
becauſe he had wrought a miraculous Cure 07 the Sabbath-day. 


Our Lord anſwers em. My Father worketh hitherto, and I work. | 
g. 4. The my Father is {aid to reſt on the Seventh Day from 

the Works of Creation, yet he does ſtill work in the continued 
Adminiſtrations of his Providence on the Sabbath-day, And 1 


(who am his Son, and therefore One with him) do alſo work, 


on that Day, and do nothing herein contrary to his Will. Up- 


on this we read, That the fews fought the more to kill him, he- 


cauſe he not only had broken' the Sabbath, but ſaid alſo that God 


was his Father, making himſelf equal to God, Or, as the words 


may be more truly rendred, Becauſe he calPd God his own Fa- 
ther, making himſelf Equal to God, i. e. call'd him his Father in 


ſo peculiar a ſenſe as argu'd his Equality to him in Power and 
Dominion. Now according to our Author the Jews charge our 


B. Lord with the higheſt Blaſphemy that hie can be guilty of; 


and very juſtly according to his Sentiments, if they did not 
miſtak- his Meaning. It muſt therefore be duly conſider d, 


Whether our Lord difowns this ſenſe they put on his words, 
and faith any thing to undecetve em, and convince em, that 


he meant o ſuch thing. And if it appear that what he faith 
rather juſtifics the ſenſe they put on his words than diſowns 
it, It will thence follow, that he owns the Charge, That he 
did ſo call God his Father as to make himſelf equal to him. 
Our Lord begins his reply at v. 19. Verily, verily, I ſap unto 
you, The Son can do nothing of himſelf. except he ſee the Father do- 
ing it. For whatſoever things he (i. e. the Father) does, thoſe 
things the Son does likewiſe, Now the Meaning is not as our 
Author wou'd inſinuate. That the Son can do nothing by any 
power of his own, But. That he can do nothing but what be ſees 
the Father do, i. e. nothing but what is conformable to his 
Example, and his Will and Order; or as in the next v. Nothing 


but what the Father, who loves him ſhers him. i. e. directs - 


and orders to be done in order to his own glory. But that his 
Power is the ſame with his Father's he plainly intimates, Wh 


he 
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he faith in the very following words, That whatever things the 


U Father does, the ſame things does the Son likewiſe (For tis in 


the Original Tev7e) ſo that we may more jultly cry out than 
our Author, Sure this is the Voice of a God, and not of a Man ! 
For what Creature can or dare to pretend that whatever the 


Father Almighty do's, he can do the very ſame ? And how 


plainly does he that faith this, equalize himſelf to the Father, as 


poſſeſt of the ſame Eſſential Power with him? And ſo he does 


again at v. 21. For as the Father raiſeth up the Dead, and quick- 


nech them, ſo does the Son quicken whom he will. And thus to 


raiſe and quicken the Dead at his own pleaſure, is evidently 


the peculiar Effect of an Almighty Power, Rom. 4. 17. 2 Kings 
V. 7. And tho' it is faid at v. 24. That as the Father hath Life 
in himſelf, ſo he has given the Son to have Life in himſelf ; This 
does by no means imply, the Son to be ſuch a Dependent Deri. 
vative Being as Creatures are, but the contrary. For to have 


Life in himſelf, and a capacity of imparting it to whom he will, is 
the peculiar Perfection of the Self-Iiving God. And the Father's 


giving this to the Son imports not ja voluntary Gift, but his 


| Communicating this and all other Divine Perfections to him 


by a neceſſary Eternal Act (which Divines call Eternal Gene- 


ration). *Tis true indeed, An Authority or Right to judge the 


World mention'd at v. 22, and 27. is a voluntary Gift, which 
our Author unadviſedly confounds with Chriſt's Eſſential 
Power. And that Authority belongs to Chriſt as Mediator, and 
is to be exercis'd by him in our Nature as he is the Son of 


Man. As our Lord plainly tells us at v. 27. He hath given 


| | him Authority to execute udgment alſo becauſe he is the Son of 


Man, Whereby he both intimates That he ſhould judge the 
World in that Human Nature that he aſſum d, and thou'd have 


this honour conferr d on him for aſſuming it, viz. That the 


World ſhou'd not be Judged by the Father, but all Judgment 
committed to the Son. But for the Eſſential Power whereby the 
Dead ſhou'd be rais'd in order to their being judg'd, that be- 
longs not to him as Man, but as the Eternal Son of God, The 


Dead (faith he at v. 25.) ſhall hear the Voice of the Son of God, 


and they that hear ſhall live. And here *tis manifeſt that our 
Saviour pany diſtinguiſhes theſe two Titles or Characters 
that belong to him, iz. The Son of God, and the Son of Man. 
And makes the former the ground of his Divine Power or Might, 
The latter of his Delegated Authority, And for what our Sa- 
viour adds in the Concluſion, T can of my ſelf do nothing, as 1 


hear 


3 


bear. J judge, and my Judgment is juſt, becauſe T ſeek not my own © 
Will, pet The Will of the Father that ſent me ; Theſe words re- 


ferr not at all to his Effential Power ef Working, but to bis ac- 
curate obſervance of the Father's Will in all his judicial pro- 
ceedings, to which his Human Will was entirely conformable, 
and his Divine the ſame with it. me 

But becauſe I do allow the Eſſential Power of the Son of God 


to be communicated to him by the Father, I muſt take ſome no- 
tice of his Reaſoning againſt it. Since Power in God is an 
« Ffſential Perfection, It follows that if it be deris'd, Then ſois | 
the Eſſence or Being it ſelf. Anſw., It by being deriv'd he means | 


communicated by the Father to the Son, not by a voluntary 


act, but by the Son's neceſſary Eternal Emanation from him. 

We grant that the Son thus derives his Efſence or Divine Na- | 

ture from the Father. What then? © Why this (faith the Au- 
© thor) 7s Blaſphemy againſt the moſt High, For *tis to Ungod 


* him, To number him among poor, dependent, derivative, Beings, 


« Jy hilt he who is the Supreme God is only be who is the firſt 
& Cauſe and abſolute Original of all. J ]! 
Anſw. If by poor, dependent, derivative, Beings, he mean ſuch as 


are the voluntary productions of a Being diftin& from them- 
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| ſelves, that depend on his meer pleaſure for their Exiſtence, 


and the continuation thereof, I deny that the Son of God is 


any ſuch poor, dependent, derivative, Being, Or that he is num. 
ber'd among ſuch by our Conceſſion, That the Father commu- 


nicates the Divine Nature, and the Perfections thereof, to him 


by a Neceſſary, Eternal and Permanent, Act. Nor is he hereby | 
- conſtituted another Being from the Father at all, but only ano- 
ther Perſon in the Godhead, Nor does this hinder him from 


being the Supreme God, i. e. the firſt Cauſe and abſolute Original 
of all other Beings (as I have ſhewn the Scriptures aſſert him 


to be) tho? he be not firſt in the Godhead in reſpe& af the or- 


der of Subſiſtence and Operation between thoſe Sacred Three that 
are the One Supreme God. 5 


But the Author adds, our Lord conſiders himſelf here in op- | 
poſition to his Father, who 5 he ſaith) gave bim all Power. 
Now if he had ſuch an Eternal Divine Word, united more near- 
ly to him than the Father, ſurely he wou'd have own'd his 
Power to be from that Word or Divine Son, F 


Anſw, There is no ſuch Phraſe in all the Context as the Fa- 


ther's Giving all power to our B. Lord, but only Giving him Au- 


thority 
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A ſſiſtance. 5 „„ 
Anſw. I have already ſhewn him, That our Lord Jeſus, as 


C96 ) 


thortty to execute Judgment, becauſe he is the Son of Man. at v. 
27. But to pals by that. By Power the Author either means 


Might and Strength, or Authority. If the former; Tis evident, 


That this Almighty Power belongs to Chriſt as the Eternal 
Mord or Son of God. And he is poſſeſt of it by a neceſſary E- 
' ternal Emanation from the Father, who communicates it by a 
neceſſary, not an arbitrary. free Act. And this Power the Man 
| Chriſt Feſus was never poſſoſt of at all, no more than of any o- 
ther Incommunicable Perfections of the Divine Nature. If by 
Power he means, Authority to judge the World (which is all the 
Text here (peaks of) We own this to be the Father's vo/untary 


Gift, and that the Human Nature is employ'd in the Exercite 


of it. Aud this Authority ſhou'd in all reaſon be deriv'd from 
the Father, who ſuitains the Character of Supreme: Lawgiver, |® 
2 from the Eternal Word, who aſſumd the Office of Me- 
diator. . 8 ; Eo _ 
He concludes, © How comes he to aſcribe nothing to that, ſince 

«© "tis ſuppos*'d to be equal in Power to the Father himſelf, and 
more nearly ally d to J. Chriſt as the Operating Principle in him. 


* 


K 


So john 14. 10. My Father in me does the Works, by which 
* evident, There was no Divine Agent in and with him but 
ie kather. He only bas all Power of himſelf, and needs. no 


the Eternal Word or Son of God, does claim a Divine Almighty 


gument from the 14 Fohn 10. Where our Lord faith to Phi. 
lip, Believeſt thou not that I am in the Father, aud the Father in 


me ? The words that I ſpeak unto you, T ſpeak not of my ſelf, but 


the Father that dwells in me, he does the Works, And in the 


next v. Beli-ve me that J am in the Father, and the Father in me, 
Or elſe believe me for the IVorks ſake, But what wou'd our 
Author inferr hence? He cannot reaſonably conglude more 


from hence. Than that the Works of our Lord Jeſus proceeded 
from that Almighty Power that was both in the Father and in 


Him. So that by thoſe very Works the Father himſelf atteſted 


the Miſſion of the Son, and his Unity in Nature and Eſſence 


with himſelf. Thus alſo the miraculous Works of Chriſt are 
frequently aſcrib'd to the Holy Spirit, and the imputing them 
to a diabolical Power is condemn'd as the unpardonable Blaſ- 


phemy 


Power, in telling us, That whatever things the Father dyes, he the 5 
Son does the ſame liʒwiſe. But againſt this he ſtarts a new Ar- 


thren, and ſent on the Father's Embaſſie, was to manage that 
Office under the Inſpiration and Conduct of that ys Spirit 
that was given to him without meaſure, and to confirm | 

ſion by thoſe miraculous Operations of the Holy Spirit, that were 

the Father's Credentials, And for this reaſon theſe works are 

imputed ſo often to the Holy Spirit and to the Father, and 
not becauſe the Eternal Word was deſtitute of the power of do- 
ing 'em. (a) ä „ 
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95 a) See Dr. Whitby's Preface to his Commentary on John. 


„ 


: phemy againſt the Holy Ghoſt, But becauſe both the Father 
and the Holy Spirit did dwell and operate in the Human Na- 


ture of Chriſt ; It will not follow, That the Eternal VVord 
did not do ſo too, and that in a peculiar and more eminent 
manner, Chriſt indeed as a Profhit rais'd from among his Bre- 


And now 


manitetily aſcribe the Creation to him, that undoubted Demon- 


tration of the Eterzal Power and Godhead of the Creator? And 


whether he be not in danger ot blaſpheming our Saviour by thus 
Ungoding him, and numbring him with poor, derivative, dependent, 


Beings ? For among ſuch he is pleas d to rank him. 


is Miſ- 


let the Author conſider, whether theſe Paſſages in 

which he pretends our Saviour diſclaims Almighty Power, and 

Which are capable of fo eatie a ſolution which the Context it 
ſelf leads us to, are to be put in the ballance with thoſe that fo 


Ts Paving diſpatch't this Head of Abſolute Power, I come next | 
to that, JJ Sen Toba 


II. Of Supreme Abſolute Goodneſs. This I fully agree with | 


the Author to be a prime Character of the Supreme Being. 
And therefore I (hall, Firſt, Briefly ſhew, That ſuch Abſolute | 


Goodneſs belongs to our Bleſſed Saviour, and, Secondly, Conſider 
what he alledges to perſuade us that our Saviozr diſclaims it. 


Firſt, I ſhall briefly ſhew., That our Bleſſed Saviour is poſſeſt of 


ſuch Supreme Abſolute Goodneſs, 


Now this Supreme Goodneſs diſcovers it ſelf to us theſe two 


ways, Either, 3 
I. By Communicating Being to all Creatures, Or, 


10 By Kedeeming and Recovering em when Self-deſtroy'd and 


1. I have already ſhewn, That our Lord has given Being to all | 
Creatures. | | 1 


And I need not enlarge to ſhew, That is an Effect of Good- 
neſs as well as Power truly Divine and Infinite, And, 
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n 


1 
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2. For || 
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38) Gn | 
2. For the Redemption and Recovery of Guilty and Self-deflroyed 
Sinners, J hope I need not prove to any that pretends to the 8 
Name of a Chriſtian, That this Work is afcrib'd to our Ble. 
oO EO 5 „„ 
And one wou'd think there is as little need to prove, That 
this is an Effect of Supreme Goodneſs and Infinite Love, I am {| 
1 {ure tis a Love that the Apolile Paul invites us to comprehend | 
be breadth and length, and height and depth, of, and tells us, that 
it ſurpaſſes all our Knowledge, III Eph. 18, 19. Nay, tis a Coο 
neſs and Love ſo truly Dine, as to warrant our aſcribing in 
our moſt ſolemn Devotions. the fame Eternal Glory and Do- 
minion, to him who thus loved us, and waſh't us from our fins in his 
own Blood, &c. which we elſewhere aſcribe unto the Father, 
Rev. 1. 5. compar'd with 1 Pet. v. 11. (as I ſhall more fully 
{hew anon). And indeed his Love will appear thus boundlets 
and incomprehenſible, and truly worthy of Eternal Adora- 
tion, if we conſider our Bleſſed Saviour as the Eternal Word, 
who not only aſſum'd our Nature into a vital indiſſoluble 
Union, but in that very nature ſtoopt fo low as to die in the 
ſtead of ſuch Rebels and Enemies as we were, and to ſhed his 
precious Blood for the Expiation of our guilt, And ſo we are 
taught to conſider him, as One who was in the Form of God, 
and had appear'd with all the marks of divine Majeſty and 
Glory, but for our ſakes deveſted himſelf of all that external 
Glory, took on him the Form of a Servant, and was made in the 
Likeneſs of Men; Nay, being found in the faſhion of Man, he hum- 
bled himfelf yet lower, even to ſo aſtoniſhing a degree, as to 
become obedient to Death, even the Death of the Croſs, 2 Phil. 7, 8. 
For when we contemplate the infinite diſtance and diſpropor- 
tion therd is between the divine Nature and Ours, we cannot 
but fee, Here is an Inftance of Love, not only beyond all ex- 
| amptk or parallel of Human Love, but ſufficient to juſtifie the 
higheſt Commendations the Scriptures give of it, ſufficient to 
raiſe and entertain the admiring thoughts and views of Angels 
and Men, For what Love can be greater than this, that 3 
the Prince of Life and Lord of Glory, ſhou'd in our Nature and | 
| Stead ſubmit to the painful, and ſhameful, and accurſed, Death F 
of the Croſs. 

But if with our Adverfaries, We ſhou'd conceive of our B. 
Saviour only as a Creature, As a Man, or (in our Author's 
Phraſe) @ poor, derivative, dependent, Being, who laid down his 
Life for us, and that with the praine& of the higheſt Dignit 
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3 
and Glory that a Creature is capable of, as the Reward of his 
Sufferings, Then indeed his Goodneſs and Love is but finite. 
and may be eaſily comprehended, and is far from ſurpaſſing 
our Knowledge, and wou'd be as far from warranting either 
ſuch high Elogiums of it as the Inſpired Writers give us, or 
the Doxologies they direct us to offer on the account of it. 
And no wonder that thoſe that think there is no more in the 
Dying Love of our Saviour, ſhou'd deny him to be poſleſs't of 
Supreme Goodneſs, But whoſe Opinion and the Conſequences 
thereof are moſi conformable to the Language of Scripture, 
Our or Theirs, J freely leave to every ſerious Chriſtian to 
KEE oe oe 
. Es : IS 
| Secondly, To Examine, What the Author has alledg'd to per- 
ſuade vs, That our Blefled Saviour diſclaims any ſuch ſupreme. 
abſolute Goodneſs )* IT rs 
And here his whole Proof relies on one ſingle paſſage. @_ 
Our Lord ( ſaith he) expreſly diſclaims this Character. 
© 19 Mat, 17. Why calleit thou me Good ? There is none 
good but One, that is God. Where *tis moſt evident that he 
* diſtinguiſhes bimſelf from God, as not the ſame with him, and 


© denies of bimſelf what he affirms of God. And for that Divine 


& © Perfection of ſupreme, infinite, Goodneſs, he challenges the Man for 
'* * preſuming to ſay what ſeemed to attribute it to him, and leads 
him off to another, who, and who only, was more eminently ſo, 
Anſw. I deny that our Saviour does either expreſly diſclaim 
the Character of Good, or diſtinguiſh himſelf from God as not the 
fame with him, Which is all the foundation of the Author's 
Reaſoning from this Text. We do not (as the Author 
groundleſly imputes to us) ſuppoſe our Saviour's Meaning to 
e, I know Man, thou doſt not 4s me for Gad, as I am, Why 
then doſt thou give me the Title that belongs to him only“ For we 
do not ſuppoſe that our Saviour defign'd to diſcover his Deity 
to him at this time. Nor did the young Man's Queſtion give 
him any occaſion for it. Nor do we think that the young 
Man took our Saviour to be God, when he call'd him Good, or 
that he paid him any more than a civil 9 But tis pro- 
bable (from his giving him the Title of god Maſter ) that 
the young Man did take him for a Rabbi or Doctor of eminent 
Piety and Sanctity. And we know the Jewiſh Rabbi's affected 
ſuch pompous and ſwelling Titles. See xxyiii Mat. from 7, to 


the 


—— — —?8— w Z— — — — — n — 2 
£ N g a 2 ' 
9 4 Y 4 þ 
o <7 ; 
7 4 = { : 
"; J by ; 
> 4 . + 1 
* 0 : : 0 


the 11 v. Accordingly the Jung Man addreſſes him in the 
common tiain they usd to the Jewith Doctors. Now our 
Pleſſed Lord, to diſcountenance this aft. ation of high Titles, 
and ſet before this young Man an Example of Humility, in 
oppoſition to the Vanity and S-If-conceit he diſcover'd, inti- 
mates to him that the Title he gave him was in its higheſt ſeuſe 
Proper only for God, and not for ſuch a one as he took him to 
be, viz, a Rabbi or Teacher of the Law, And the Man does 
not ſay (as our Author pretends ) what Feſzts Chriſt thought 
too muehto he ſaid of himſelf, but only what was too muc? to be 
ſaid according to thoſe apprehen ſions be knew that he had of him. 
Nor was it at all mceflary that our Bleſſed Saviour thou'd reCtt- | 
he his apprchenhons at this time by diſcovering his Deity to 
him. Herthat had charg'd his own Diſciples a little before, 
That they ſhould tell no Man, That he was Jeſus the Chriſt, or | 
Meſſiah, xvi Mat. 20. ( tho' he really was fo, and intended / 
in due time openly to claim that Title) might much more 
think it incongruous to reveal and aſſert his Deity to this young | 
Proſelyte. For that were to have gravelPd a raw Catechuwmen | 
at firſt daſh with the ſublimeſt Myſtery of Chriſtian Godlineſs, | 
He muſt be firſt taught to own him as the Meſſiah, before he 
was fit to be inſtructed in the Dignity and higheſt Charactcrs 
that belong'd to him as ſuch. So that our Saviour's Caſe was 
like that of a Prince that walks incagnito, and in diſguiſe ; 
He had deveſted himſclf of that External Glory that was the H orm 
of God, to pat on that of a Servant. And thou'd ſuch a Prince in 
diſguiſe be accoſted by any that knew him not, with Gon. 
plements too high for a Subject ? Might he not ſay, Why do you | 
give me a Title more proper to be given your Prince ? This wou'd | © 
indeed argue that he detign'd at preſent to conceal, but by no | 
means to deny or diſomn, his Royal Authority. And the Caſes | * 
being parallel, the Author very unreaſonably inferrs from the | 
like Expreſſions, that our Saviour here diſowns bis Goodneſs, |» 
Nor was there any neceſſity that the Evangeliſts in recording 
this paſſage ſhou'd enter a Caution, That Chriſt did not in- 
tend by theſe words to deny that he was Good, and truly God; 1 7 
The Title of God they ſo often give to him, and that match- 
leſs Grace of our Lord Feſus, which elſcwhere the Inſpired 
Writers of the New Teftament ſo largely on all occaſions 
extol, was ſufhcient to guard any conſiderate Reader from 


lo groſly miſinterpreting ſuch an cccaonal paſſage. And 1 55 
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Lord Feſus, Such as thoſe 1 | 
on his Name when they ſaw the Miracles which he did, But Feſus 
did not commit himſelf to em, becauſe he knew all Men; And need- 
ed not that any ſhou'd teſtify of Man, For he knew what was in Man. 
So xvi John 30. Now we are far that thou knoweſt all things and 


5 
fore for the Author to cry out on this occaſion, © 'Tis aſtoniſhing 
ce jo ſee what violence is oer d to this Sacred Text by ſuch as main- 


tain the Equality of F. Chriſt to God his Father, when he has ſaid 
nothing of any weight againſt the common Expoſition but what 
is founded on his own miſrepreſentation of it, ſhews us, How 
Naturalit is, when Reaſon and Argument fail to bear the World 
down with meer Confidence, For his Reaſonings are ſcarce any 


| where thro his Book fo trifling and weak as on this Head, on 


which he makes this vchement Exclamation without the leaſt 


tolerable ground. *Tis much mote aſtoniſhing that a Man of 
his Abilities ſhou'd lay fo mighty ſtreſs on ſo weak an Argu- 
ment, For tis he offers real violence to our Saviour's words to 
inake em {ſerve his purpoſe, when he pretends, That our Saviour 
apparently denies, That he was Good in as high a ſenſe as God his Fa- 


ER 7 5 "on TOA 8 
IIId Perfection of Abſolute Omniſcience or Unlimited Know- 


| ledge of all things, paſt, preſent and to come. 


In treating on this part of the Argument, I ſhall 


Firſt, Prove the H. Scriptures do aſcribe ſuch Abſolute Omniſci- 


ence to our B. Lord. 


Secondly, Examine what the Author has offer d to the contrary. 


Firſt, I ſhall prove, That the H. Scriptures aſcribe ſuch Sides ; 


Omniſcience to our B. Lord, 


And here I ſhall have occaſion to conſider what the Author N 
has offer d to 1hvalidate the Proofs commonly brought to evince 


that this Perfection belongs to our B. Saviour, 


I. We argue from thoſe many paſlages in the New Teſta- 


C 


ment, wherein the e of all things is aſcribed to our 


Fohn 23, 24, 25. Many believed 


needeſt not that any Man ſhould ask thee, By this we believe that 


thou cameſſ forth from God. And again xxi Fohn 17. Lord, Thes 


knoweſt all things, Thou Inome ſt that I love thee. Now we con- 


clude, That an Univerſal Unlimited Knowledge belongs to him 
according to the plain ſenſe of theſe Expreſſions. 


- To this the Author replies, That © theſe words are intended 


only to expreſs a great and comprehenſive Knowledge. As will 


appear (he faith) 50 
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an air of Court flattery in en. 5 5 
For that of (Hriſtians being ſaid to Inom all things, The Con- 


(82) 
c 1. By Chriſt's own words, who knew not the day of Judgment. 
 Anſs. This I ſhall afterwards conſider as his main Objection. 


& 2. In that it was common to aſcribe all Knowledge to Men of 
« extraordinary Wiſdom. (As he endeavours to ſhew by {ſeveral 


Inſtances). 


Now this I deny, nor do any of the Inſtances he alledges 


prove it. 


The Woman of Teloah never meant to aſcribe to David any 
more than an accurate Knowledge of all the Affairs of his own 
Kingdom, when ſhe tells him, Ay Lord knows all things on Earth, 
and is as wiſe as an Angel, 2 Sam. xiv. 20. And the 1mputes 
this knowledge only to his Sagacity and Wiſdom. Beſides the 
Expreſſions themſelves appear at firſt view hyperbolical, and have 


text reſtrains it to thoſe things which the Anointing teaches all 


Chriſtians, i. e. the neceſſary Doctrines of the Gojpel. 
And for the words of Simon concerning our Lord, If this 

Man were 4 Prophet, he wou'd know what manner of Woman this be 
Lake vii. 39. They rather charge him (as ſome think) for a de- 
fect of Holin:ſs than of Knonledge, viz. That he was not fſut-- 


ficiently inquiſitive to know who this Woman was that touch'd 


him, As the Phariſees uſuaily were very nice and ſcrupulous | 
leaſt they ſhou'd be defiled by the touch of ſuch as they call'd | 
Sinners. But if they refer to his Knowledge, and imply, That Simon 
thought a Prophet might by Revelation ordinarily ſo far know a 
- Notorious Sinner as was requiſite to his avoiding the Defilement 
of being touch'd by ſuch a one. This ſignifies nothing to prove, 
That they thought their Prophets knew all things. 


And for the Moman of Samaria, the might juſtly conclude our 
Lord to be a Prophet from his dilcovering her ſecret acts to her; 
but It does by no means then follow, That either Fews or Sama- 
_ ritans thought their Prophets nem the ſecrets of all Men, and 


much leſs that they Aue all things, which the Diſciples in the 
places alledg'd aſcribe to our Bleſſed Saviour, and to which there 
1s nothing parallel 1n all theſe Inſtances. Bur 
3. The Author adds, *Tis evident, that the Diſciples by attri- 
* bating all Knowledge to Chriſt, intended no more than to aſcribe 


to him ſuch great Knonledge as a Created Being is capable of, be- 


“ cauſe they infer no more {row it than this, Now we believe that 


|| © thou cameſt forth from God, i. e. Not that he was God, but 


* One ſeut of God. f 
| x 5 . 


(8) 
Anſw. The Author lias no reaſon to conclude from theſe words, 
Now we believe that thou cameſt forth from God, that the Diſciples 
inferred no more than Chri/#'s being ſent forth of God, as other 
| Prophets were. For they are not ſaid to come forth from God, 
when they are ſent on his Meſſage. And that our Tord, to 
whoſe own words (at ver. 28.) the Diſciples refer, intended 
to athrm more of himſelf, when he faith, I came forth from the 
Father, then meerly his being ſent as 4 great Prophet, we have 
juſt ground to ſuppoſe. For elſewhere he declares his own Na- 
ture to be as incomprehenſible as that of the Father. No Man 
knows the Son bat the Father, and no Man knows the Father but the | 
Son, and to whom ſoe ver the Son will reveal him, Mat. xi. 2 
Again we are told, John 1. 18. Io Man hath ſeen God at any 
time, the only begotten Son which is in the Boſom of the Father, he 
has declared him. Where the only-begotren Son of the Father is 
diſtinguiſh'd from all Men, and conſequently from all meer 
_ Prophets, as one whoſe peculiar Priviledge it was to be in the 
Bosh of the Father, acquainted with all his Councils, and there- 
fore capable to declare em. And our B. Lord, as the only-be- 
otten Son of God, plainly equals his own Knowledge with the 
Father's when he tells his Diſciples, That the Spirit of Truth 
whom he wou'd ſend, ſhou'd glorify him. For (faith he) he ſhall 
receive of mine, and ſhall ſhew it to you. All things that the Father 
hath are mine, therefore ſaid 1, that he {hall rake of mine, and ſhall ſhew 


1 it unto you, John xvi. 13, 14, 15. And to the like purpoſe pur 


Lord faith, John vi. 46. Not that am Man hath ſeen the Father, 
ſave he which is of God, (6 d mp3 n ©88, He that hath his Effence 
from God) he hath ſeen the Father. And tis. obſervable that 
our B. Sæviour gives himſelf this Character, in oppoſition tothe 
Femc, that ſaid, Is not this Feſus the Son of Joſeph, whoſe Father 
and Mother we know? How is it then that he ſaith, I came donn 
from Heaven? He juſtifies what he had ſaid, That he came down 
from Heaven, and had a higher Deſcent than that from his 
Mother on Earth, as the only-begotten So of God, who had his 
Efſence from him, and whoſe peculiar Priviledge it was to ſee | 
him. So that our Author's only and conſiderable ObjeEtion 
againſt the Obvious Senſe of theſe Paſſages appears to be founded 
on a miſtaken Suppoſition, That the Diſciples inferr'd no more 
from that Kynonledge of all things, which they aſcribe to him, 
than that he was the greateſt of Prophets, e 
And for what our Author ſubjoins at the Concluſion of this 
[> firſt Argument for the Omniſcience of Chriſt, That ide Chri# 


f 
** ſhould be allow'd to know all things which actually are, unleſs he 
nom all Fnturities too, It would prove his infinite Omniſcience. 
I ſhall have occaſion to conſider it under the next Head. 
I ſhall only add, That in that paſſage of the Apoſtle Peter's, 
Lord, thou knoneſt all things, thou knoweſt that I love thee, Lis 
manifeſt, that the Apoſtle infers Chri/t's Knowledge of the hid- 
| den Diſpoſition of his very Soul towards him from the bound- 
{ | leſs extent of his Knowledge, q. d. The ſecrets of my Heart can- 
not be hid from thee, to whom all things are known. And it 
ſuch all comprehenſive Knowledge had not belong d to our Bleſ- 
ſed Saviour, we might reaſonably expect that he wou'd have 
check'd this exceſſive Language of the Apoſtle here, or at leaſt he 
i wou'd not have fo openly countenanc d and approv d the like 
| 7 1 from the reſt of the Diſciples, as he plainly does, 
CCC 1 - 
| / But 8 of the Apoſtles will appear no way hyperbo- 
lical or exceſſive if we conſider, That our Lord himſelf more fully 
claims ſuch Omniſcience. But this leads me to the 5 
IId Argument tor the Omniſcience of Chriſt, drawn from thoſe 
paſſages of Scripture that aſcribe to him that Knozledge of the 
Hearts of Men, which is peculiar to the divine Underſtanding, 
That the Knowledge of the Hearts of Men is peculiar to an Om- 
niſcient Being, even to the All-knowing God, is evident from ſe- 
veral paſſages of Scripture. _ SD —_ - 
It was ſo in the Judgment of the wiſeſt of Men, Solomon, 
azza 18 evident from that paſſage in his Prayer at the Dedication 
; ofthe Temple, when he requeſts, That God may give every Sup- 
pPilicant, according to his Ways, whoſe Heart (faith he) thou knoweſ, 
Fur thou, even thox only knoweſt the Hearts of all the Children of Men, 
1 Kings vii. 38, 29. So the Pfalmiſt makes it the pecuhar 
Glory of him whoſe Throne is in Heaven, That his Eyes behold, 
and his Eye-lids try the Children of Men, Pal. xi. 4. Nay the 
Pſalmiſt elſewhere mentions it as one eminent * of that 
Knowledge of God, which appear d to him ſo wonderful and in- 
comprehenſible, That he had ſearchid and known him, That he was 
Aust only acquainted with his ways, but even under ſtood his thoughts 
ear off, Plal. cxxxix. 1,2,3,@s. And ſure that one paſſage of 
the Prophet Jeremiah is ſufficient to put this matter paſt all 
reaſonable doubt, when he brings in the Bleſſed God, aſſuming 
| | this to bimſelf as the incommunicable Priviled ge and Glory of 
"On his infinite Mind. The Heart of Man is deceitful and deſperately 
| wicked, Who can Inom it? q. d. No Creature whatever can pre. 


(8) 


tend to ſo marvellous a Knowledge as this. It exceeds the li- 


mited Capacity of a finite Mind. The Bleſſed God therefore 
aſſumes it to himſelf as his peculiar Perfection, I rhe Lord fearch 
the Heart, I try the Reins, to give to every Man according to his ways, 
and according to the fruit of their doings, Jer. xvii. 9, 10. 
Now that the Scriptures do aſcribe this Knowledge of Men. 
Hearts (which they thus appropriate to God) to our Bleſſed 


Saviour is no leſs evident. And that not only from ſeveral of 


the Paſſages mention'd before, and many others that might be 


added, but from our Lord's expreſs Declaration. The Charches 


(faith he) ſhall know that I am he, which ſearches the Hearts and 


the Reins, and will give to every Man according to their Works, Rev. 


ii. 23. And the Apoſtle Paul to the fame purpoſe declares, That 


our Lord Jeſus will come to bring the hidden works of Darkneſs to 


Light, and to make manifeſt the Counſels of all Hearts, 1 Cor. iv. 5. 


ow one wou'd think this Argument to be clear and deciſive 


in this Niſpute, when what the great Fehovah appropriates to f 


Inmſelf in the Prophet, Our Bleſſed Saviour ſo openly lays claim to 
in this remarkable Paſſage. But the Author has offer d two 
things to take off the force of it, which I muſt conſider?: 
Io this purpoſe he propoſes to conſider, © 1. In what ſenſe 


wg the ſearching and knowing the Heart is peculiar to God, and in- 


communicable to others. 2. To ſhew, That tho it be peculiar to 


cc God in one ſenſe, yet in Another ſenſe lt may be attributed 0 


another that is not the moſt. High Goll. 
As to the firſt (he faith) © Tho' Solomon fay, Thou Lord only 


5 knowelt the Hearts of all Men, yet what if 1 ſay, That tis no 


wonder that Solomon ſhouαd not know of any other to whom that 


® Excellency was Communicated, ſince he underſtood not the Myſte # 


* of the unſearchable Riches and fulneſs of Chrift, ec. 
Anſw. If our Author think fit to ſay ſo, We ſhall think fit to 


believe, That Solomon was wiſer then he, and deliver d his Pray- 


er by a diviner Inſpiration then appears in his Book. Eſpecially 
when we find not only other Iaſpired Writers concurring with 
him, but even the B. God appropriating this Knowledge to 


himſelf, and diſtinguiſhing himſelf thereby from all Creatures 
whatſoever. ec 


hut he adds, © That ſuch Expreſſions appropriating ſome Per- 
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* fettions to God do only import, that he has no Equal to him there- 
* in, and that they belong to him in an Eminent ſenſe. As when tis 
5 ſaid God is only wiſe, Rom. xvi. 27. God only hath immortality, 
4 1 


I Tim. vi. 16. And accordingly, When the Scriptures 2 
eee wen % the 


Pſalmiſt elſewhere mentions it as one eminent In 


(84) 


© Frould be allow'd to know all things which actually are, unleſs he 


*© know all Fnturities too, It would prove his infinite Omniſcience. 


1 ſhall have occaſion to conſider it under the next Head. 


I ſhall only add, That in that paſſage of the Apoſtle Peter's, 


Lord, thou knoweſt all things, thou knoweſt that J love thee, Tis 
manifeſt, that the Apoſtle infers Chri/7's Knowledge of the hid- 
den Diſpoſition of his very Soul towards him from the bound- 
leſs extent of his Knowledge, q. d. The ſecrets of my Heart can- 
not be hid from thee, to whom all things are known. And it 


ſuch all comprehenſive Knowledge had not belong'd to our Bleſ- 


fed Saviour, we might Frexange' expect that he wou d have 
the Apoſtle here, or at leaſt he 


check'd this exceſſive Language 0 
wou'd not have ſo openly countenanc d and approv d the like 


Language from the relt of the Diſciples, as he plainly does, 


John xvi. 1. „ . 
But the Language of the Apoſtles will appear no way Hperbo- 
lical or exceſſive if we conſider, That our Lord himſelf more fully 


claims ſuch Omniſcience. But this leads me to the 


IId Argument for the Ouniſcience of Chriſt, drawn from thoſe 
paſſages of Scripture that aſcribe to him that Knonledge of the 
Heartsof Men, which is peculiar to the divine Underſtanding. 


That the Knonledge of the Hearts of Men is peculiar to an Om- 


niſcient Being, even to the All-knowing God, is evident from ſe- 


veral paſſages of Scripture. 


oo 


It was fo in the Judgment of the wiſeſt of Men, Solomon, 


as 18 evident from that paſſage in his Prayer at the Dedication 
of the Temple, when he requeſts, That God may give every Sup- 


plicant, according to his Ways, whoſe Heart (ſaith he) thou knoweſ, 


For thou, even thou only knoweſt the Hearts of all the Children of Men, 
1 Kings vi. 38, 39. 50 the Pfalmiſt makes it the pecuhar 
Glory of him whole Throne is in Heaven, That his Eyes behold, 


and his Eye-lids try the Children of Men, Pſal. xi. 4 Nay the 


tance of that 
Knowledge of God, which appear'd to him ſo wonderful and in- 


comprehenſible, That he had ſearchid and known him, That he was 


not only acquainted with his ways, but even under ſtood his thoughts 
ar off, Plal. cxxxix. 1, 2, 3, C. And ſure that one paſſage of 


the Prophet Feremiah is futhcient to put this matter paſt all 
reaſonable doubt, when he brings in the Bleſſed God, aſſuming | 


this to bimſelf as the incommunicable Priviled ge and Glory of 
his infinite Mind. The Heart of Man is deceitful and deſperately 
wicked, Who can know it? q. d. No Creature whatever can pre- 
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tend to ſo marvellous a Knowledge as this. It exceeds the li- 


mited Capacity of a finite Mind. The Bleſſed God therefore 
aſſumes it to himſelf as his peculiar Perfection, I the Lord fearch 


” the Heart, I try the Reins, to give to every Man according to his ways, 
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and according to the fruit of their doings, Jer. TTA 
Now that the Scriptures do aſcribe this Knowledge of Men. 


Hearts (which they thus appropriate to God) to our Bleſſed 
Saviour is no leſs evident. ö 
the Paſſages mention d before, and many others that might be 
added, but from our Lord's expreſs Declaration. The Churches 


And that not only from ſeveral of 


(faith he) ſhall know that I am he, which ſearches the Hearts and 
the Reins, and will give to every Man according to their Works, Rev. 
11. 23. And the Apoſtle Paul to the ſame purpoſe declares, That 


our Lord Jeſus will come to bring the hidden works of Darkneſs to | 
Light, and to mate manifeſt the Counſels of all Hearts, 1 Cor. iv. 5. 


ow one wou'd think this Argument to be clear and deciſive 


in this Niſpute, when what the great Fehovah appropriates to 
_ Iimifelt in the Prophet, Our Bleſſed Saviour ſo openly lays claim to 

in this remarkable Paſſage. But the Author has offer d two 
things to take off the force of it, which I muſt conſiders ?- 


To this purpoſe he propoſes to conſider, © 1. In what ſenſe 
* the ſearching and knowing the Heart is peculiar to God, and in- 
(c 


* communicable to others. 2. To ſhew, That tho it be peculiar to 
God in one ſenſe, yet in another ſenſe It may be attributed to 


another that is not the moſt High God. 


As to the firſt (he ſaith) © Tho Solomon ſay, Thou Lord only 


* knowelt the Hearts of all Men, yet what if 1 ſay, That tis no 
vonder that Solomon ſhod not know of any other to whom that 


Excellence was Communicated, ſince he underſtood not the Myſtery 


* of the unſearchable Riches and fulneſs of Chrift, &c, . _ 
Anſw. If our Author think fit to ſay ſo, We ſhall think fit to 


believe, That Solomon was wiſer then he, and deliver d his Pray- 
er by a diviner Inſpiration then appears in his Book. Eſpecially 


when we find not only other Inſpired Writers concurring with 
him, but even the B. God appropriating this Knowledge to 
himſelf, and diſtinguiſhing himſelf thereby from all Creatures 
whatſoever. 5 „ 

But he adds, „ That ſuch Expreſſions appropriating ſome Per- 
© fections to God do only import, that he has no Equal to him there- 
in, and that they belong to him in an Eminent ſenſe. As when 'tis 
& ſaid God is only wiſe, Rom. xvi. 27. God only hath immortality, 
© 1 Tim, vi. 16. Aud accordingly When the Scriptares appropriate 


3 T the 


45 


ry 
— — 
AS. 


2; 


* — on. — 


—ͤ]—— 


as n II 
—— — ee bits ered — ̃ — 


2 (86) 
ce the Knowledge of Mens Hearts to God, they mean only, That 
« there is none knows the Heart ſo univerſally, ſo immediately and 


e independently as he. So that he reckons we argue but weakly from 
„ Chriſt's knowing Mens Hearts, that he is God, wnleſs we ſhew 


cc that he knows em in the ſame excellent and independent manner 


« and degree as the Father. But for knowing Mens Hearts in a 
&« lower ſenſe, by Revelation, he tells us, This has been communica- 
& ted to Prophets and Apoſiles. 2 Kings vi. 12. 1 Cor. xii. 10. 


Acts v. And this way Chriſt may know em much more. Search- 
« 3 


ng the Heart importing the accuracy of Knowledge, not the man- 


| . 


ner of attaining it. Se, ee Og 
Anſw. That ſome of God's Perfections, as his Wiſdom, Poxer, 


Knopledge, Cc. are communicable, I freely grant. But I muſt 


tell our Author, There are ſome As flowing from theſe Perfe- 
ctions that are peculiar to God, and incommunicable to any 
Created Being. So is that AF of his Power, The making a Thing 
ont of nothing. And ſo (if we may believe the Scriptures) is 


that Act of the Divine Underſtanding, The knowing the Hearts of 
Aen, 1. e. The knowing em by Immediate Intuition. For as to 


that Nnomledge of em that is by Revelation from another, or is only 
{. Conjeltural, It no way belongs to God at all, and none doubts 
but a Prophet or an Apoſtle, or the Man Chriſt Feſus may thus 
know the Hearts of Men. The Queſtion then is, Whether 
the B. God have not a peculiar way of Knowing the Hearts of 
Men, viz. by immediate Intuition, that is incommunicable to any 
other Being? I he have, It muſt then be enquir'd, Whether our 


Lord Fe ſus does not challenge to himſelf that very way of Know- 


if | ing the Hearts of Men? That God has a peculiar way of Know- 
ing Mens Hearts, viz. Univerſally, Immediately, and Independently 


our Author grants. And fo muſt any Man that duly conſiders 


the Abſolute Perfection of the Divine Underſtanding, and the 


unavoidable imperfection of a finite Mind. Now I wou'd only 
ask him, Whether the B. God does not intend to aſſert his own 


| 1 peculiar way. of Knowing the Hearts of Men, When he faith, 7 
he Lord ſearch the Heart and try the Reins? Tis evident that ge 
does ſo, becauſe hereby he repreſents that perfect Knowledge of 


the deceitful Heart of Man, that abſolutely diſtinguiſhes him 
from all Creatures whatever. The Heart of Man is deceitful 
above all things, &c. Who can know it? I the Lord ſearch the Hearts, 
&c. Now if theſe Expreſſions repreſent God's peculiar and 
perfect way of Knowing Mens Hearts (as they muſt do, in or- 
der to their diſtinguiſhing him from all Created Beings) then 
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that very perfe& and peculiar way of Knowing Mens Hearts 
belongs to our Lord Feſus. For our B. Saævibur aſſerts his Know- 
ledge in thoſe very Expreſſions, and that in the moſt emphati- 
cal manner. Our Author that aſſerts the Knowledge of Chriſt's 
Humane Nature to be ſo extenſive, will not ſure imagine him 


to be ignorant that the B. God had by the Prophet Ferem re- 


preſented his own Univerſal, Immediate, Independent Knowledge 
of the Hearts of Men by theſe Expreſſions. And yet our Lord 
Pee uſes the ſame to expreſs his own Knowledge of em. Nay 
1e does not barely ſay, 1 ſearch the Hearts, &c. But the Charches 
ſhall know that I am he that ſearches the Hearts, &c. q. d. I am 
that Fehovah whom the Prophet there deſcribes as the Searcher 
of the Hearts and Reins, Now if our Lord intended to apply this 
Paſſage of the Prophet to himſelf in the ſenſe there intended, 
Our Point is gain d, and there is no Room to diſpute his Om- 
niſcience, If he did not, but only intended to apply theſe words 
to himſelf in a lower Senſe, (viz. of his Underſtanding em by 
Revelation from another, or by probable Conjecture). Nay in a 
Senſe that cou'd not agree to the B. God, we cannot excuſe his 
words from palpable Blaſphemy,and much leſs from the greateſt 
Imprudence, and Neglect of his Father's Honour, ſince they fo 
naturally lead all that read em to aſcribe to him, whom the 
Author ſuppoſes but a finite Creature, the ſame Knowledge of 


Men's Hearts which the Prophet had appropriated to the great 


Fehovah before. 0 1 
Nay, I may here, to confirm this Argument, add, That as 


the Scriptures aſſign to Grounds of God's perfect and immedi- 

ate Knowledge of Men's Hearts, viz. Partly, His having made 

em, (a.) And Partly, his Intimate Preſence with em, (b) So 
both theſe grounds of it belong to our B. Saviour. | have already 


ſhewn, That he made em; And he himſelf aſſerts his own On- 


5 e when he promiſes, That where two or three are gathered 
together in his Name, he will be there in the midjt of em, xvlii 


Matth. 20. See alſo xxviii Matt. laſt v. xiv John 20, 23. And 
if it ſhould be pretended that thoſe Texts ſpeak of Chriſt's Spiri- 
tual Preſence by the Influences of his Grace. This wou'd rather 
confirm than invalidate this Proof of his Omnipreſence. For as 
we therefore prove God is every where in reſpect of his Eſſence, 
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becauſe he can at the ſame time, exert the power that is in- 
ſeparable from his Eſſence in perſerving and ſuſtaining his Crea- 
tures, and directing or over-ruling their Actions; ſo we may 
. 1nfer, That Chriſt is every where in reſpect of his Eſſential Pre- 
fence as God, becauſe he can be every where at the ſame time, 
by his Spiritual Influences and gracious Operations. For that 
Spiritual Virtue is inſeparable from his Efſence. Dh 
Having thus ſhewn, That our B. Saviour claims the Know- 
ledge of Men's hearts in the {ame ſenſe in which tis aſcrib'd to 
the Father, I might juſtly paſs by all he has offer d under the 
2d Head. But becauſe there are ſeveral Miſtakes in it, that 
need to be rectify d in order to the clearing this Subject, I (hall 
/ ue ion. 
Secondly, “There is no Abſurdity (he tells us) in Attributins |} 
46 thts Knowledge of the Heart to F. Chriſt, tho he be not the ns 


„High God. And to that purpoſe, he argues, That the Objedt be- 


* 


niverſal Knowledge of the Hearts and Ways of Men, as is aſcribed 


Anſw. The Author ſhou d have told us, What Knowledge of 
Men's Hearts and Ways he attributes to the Human Soul of 22 

Whether that unerring Knowledge of em by immediate Inſpection 
and Intuition which belongs to the Bleſſed God, or only a Know- 
ledge of em by Revelation, or by probable Conjecture. If * 


mer, he runs his Head againſt all thoſe numerous Texts fore- 
mention d that appropriate that immediate Knowledge of the 
Hearts of Men to the Bleſſed God, and plainly robs the Divine 


Underſtanding of what the Scriptures celebrate as its incom- 


municable Priviledge and peculiar Glory. If he mean only the 


Latter, We are willing to allow as much Knowledge of that 
kind to the Humane Soul of Chriſt as can agree to its finite capa- 
city: And tho we cannot preſume, to define, How far ſuch a |} 


finite Capacity can extend, yet we ſee no ground at all to ex- 
tend it ſo far as our Author ſeems to do. As for Inſtance, We 
can by no means allow, That the Humane Soul of Chriſt actu- 
ally knows all the Words and Works, nay all the very Thoughts, 


and Deſires, and Purpoſes of all the Men that ever livd on this 
Earth in all the ſeveral Ages of the World. Nor does the Ob- 
ject of this Univerſal Knowledge being finite, prove that it ex- 


ceeds not the Capacity of a finite Mind. The World it ſelf, as 
the Object of God's Power, 1s but finite ; But yet it requires an 
infinite Power to make, and ſuſtain, and rule it. So tho 7 
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ing but finite, It does not exceed a finite Capacity to have ſuch an 
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World as the Object of God's Knowledge be but finite, it may re- 
quire an infinite Mind to comprehend all the affairs of 1t. The 


4s far as is neceſſary for the diſcharge of that Truſt, ſo it un 
« ably proves, this large Knonledge to be exerciſed by him as Man, 
| © however he gains it. For ſince this Office and Power are given, 


(89) 


Pſalmiſt concludes from God's telling the Number of the Stars, 
and calling em by their Names, That his Underſtanding was infinite, 
cxlvii Pſ. 4, 5. How much more may we conclude that Undey- 
ſtanding to be infinite, that comprehends at once all the Actions, 


and the very Thoughts and Purpoſes both of Angels and of Men, 


and that from the beginning of the World to this very moment? 


What higher thing can we conceive of the Divine Underſtand- 
ing? Nay, if the Author's Argument were good, we cou d not 


from the World that is but finite conclude, That the Maker of 
it is a Being poſſeſt of infinite Perfections. But I take his Suppo—- 
ſition to be ſo far from being true, That tis more probable that 
the minuteſt Creature as truly requires an infinite Mind fully to 


comprehend, as an infinite Power to male it. oY 
But the Author pretends to prove, © That we muſt aſcribe ſuch 


an Univerſal Knowledge to Chriſt as Man, Becauſe all Judgment 
js committed to him, and that as the Son of Man. And this 


“ Kingly Office by which he rules over all the World, and takes ſpe- 
cc cial care of all his Members, as it neceſſarily ſuppoſes his Know- 
« ledge of the whole Eſtate of his Church, and every Momber Fi it, 


eni- 


&« They cannot terminate in the Divine Nature; For who can give to 
God any Dignity or Power, who has all originally in his own Being? 
It muſt be then given to the Man or Humane Nature only, and con- 
&« ſequently he muſt have all requiſite Abilities for it. x 


Anſw. The Author's Argument turns upon a falſe Suppoſition, 
That this Authority to Rule and Fudge the World is committed t9 


Chriſt only as Man. And the Text he alledges for it, is ſo far from 


- proving, it, that it 8 inſinuates the contrary. The words 


are, The Father hath given him Authority to execute Judgment al- 
ſo, becauſe he is the Son of Man. is not as he ts the Son of Man, 
(as the Author unwarily and groundleſly aſſerts). This Authority 


of executing Judgment is the Reward given to the Sn of God for 


becoming the Son of Aan, and terminates upon the whole of his 
Perſon as he is God-Man, the Incarnate Word or Son of God. And 
if we conſider him as the Word made Fleſh, and contemplate the 


Fulneſi of the Godhead as dwelling bodily in him, he appears every 


way furmih'd with ſufficient Abilities for the Execution of his 
Regal Office, in the Adminiſtration of the Affairs both of the 
World, and the Church. 5 But 
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But againſt this the Ihr objects, That if this Power be given, 


ce i, cannot terminate on the Divine Nature; for who can give to God 
c any Dignity or Power, who has all originally in his own Being ? 


Anſu. Both the Father and the Son have the Power originally. 


And as it was the Sons voluntary Condeſcenſion to ſuſtain the 
Character of Mediator, ſo was it the Father's voluntary Act to 
devolve for a time all the Exerciſe of this Original Power of Ru- 
ling and Judging the World on his Incarnate Son. That the Fa- 

ther judges no Man but has committed all Judgment to the Son, is 
a temporary Suſpenſion of his own Right, and therefore juſtly 
repreſented as a Gift : The Son acquires hereby no Authority that 
did not originally belong to his Divine Nature, but he has this 
Dignity conferr'd on him by a voluntary Act of the Father, That 

the Exerciſe of this Original Power 1s ſolely entruſted (during 

this preſent State of Trial) in his Hands. And this Priviledge 

the Father was capable of Giving, and the Son of Receiving, not- 
withſtanding his Unity in Eſſence with the Father. Tg 


* 


And indeed were this Authority devolv'd into the Hands of a 


meer Man, we cou'd have no tolerable ground to truſt, either 
his Capacity of Under ſtanding all our particular Concerns, or of 
adminiſtring ſutable Direction, Relief, Aſſiſtance, Comfort, and 


Support om all the various occaſions we have, of applying our 


felves to him. Tis true indeed, his Humane Nature does act its 
part in the Exerciſe of his Royal Authority (tho' how far it's 
Poner as well as Knowledge extends, we cannot pretend to de- 
termine). But tis the Perfections of his Divine Nature, that 
are a full ſecurity to our Faith, That he is capable of being (as 
the Azthor ſpeaks) à careful, a vigorous, an Effeflual Head of his 
Body, and Ruler of the World, on 


For what the Author faith, p. 14. Column 2d, it runs wholly 


upon his own Miſtake of this Authority being committed only 


to Chriff's Humane Nature, and therefore we are neither concern'd 
in the Objection he propoſes to himſelf, nor in his Anſwer to it. 

He has another Argument to prove, That this Univerſal Know- 
ledge belongs to Chriſt, drawn from his Smpathixing Compaſſion 


towards his ſuffering Servants, and that ariſing from his own Suffer- 


ins; on Earth, Heb. iv. 15,16. Seeing we have not an High-Prieſt, 
that cannot be touch d nith the Feeling of our Infirmities, but was in 
|, all points tempted as we are, Let us therefore come boldly to the Throne 


of Grace, 8c. 3 3 
From thence the Author infers, © That ſince Chriſt can only Sym- 
e patrize with his diſtreſſed Servants in his humane Nature, and 
TA | cc 
x cannot 


0830 


& gannot Sympathize with em in their Troubles without knowing em, 
( he wult therefore know em all as Man, or otherwiſe this ground of 
8 gyp Hope and Conſolation in our Approaches to God is taken away. 

Anſu. All that thoſe words of the Inſpired Writer to the 
' = Hebrews, does neceſſarily import, is only this, That our Lord 


Feſus having been in our Nature tempted, and had an experi- 
mental ſenſe of the Infirmities and Miſeries we are liable to, 


5 is thereby the more capable of being a Compaſſionate Interceſſor 
for us. But they do by no means import, That he has ſuch a 


proper Sympathy wath « ery diſtreſſed Chriſtian, as we have 
with an afflicted Friend ( for that were inconſiſtent with the 


perfect Felicity, and Joy of his exalted State) and conſequent- 
ly they import not, That as Man he knows all their particular 
Miſeries. "Tis ſufficient that his Divine Nature diſcerns all their 
particular Diſtreſſes, and the remembrance he has of his own 
© Suffterings in our Nature, renders him a compaſſionate and ear- 
neſt Interceſſor for em. Tho' ſhou'd we allow fuch a Know- 
ledge of their preſent particular Caſes to be communicated to 
his Humane Nature by Revelation from the Divine, that is united 
to it, I do not ſee that this wou'd at all prove, That an Univer- 
ſal Knowledge of all things paſt as well as pre ſent, may be com- 
 municated to his Humane Nature: And much leſs wou d it prove Þ} 
that immediate Knowledge of Mens Hearts to belong to him, 
which he fo plainly aſcribes to himſelf. | j _ 


And for the Awthorities he produces, he is hard put to it, when 


be is forc'dto ſhelter his own Opinion of the Univerſal Knowledge | 
f Chriſt's Humane Nature, under the Covert of that abſurd 
Doctrine of the Latherans, concerning the Ubiquity of it. They 
are Opinions well match'd, and we ſhall entertain both of em, 
when we have renounc d our Reaſon as well as our Bibles, 
And if he like their Company we ſhall not envy him the F} 
Honour of ranking himſelf with thoſe two Parriarchs of Alex | 
_ andria and Rome, Emlogins and Gregory, if they cou d no better 
confute the Agnoete then his Citations from them wou d argue 
they did: But ſince he directs us not where to find em, I ſhall _ 
not be at the needleſs pains of ſeeking” em to no purpoſe: VE 
Hut for the three later Authorities he quotes, Mr. Baxter's is 
nothing to his purpoſe, as were eaſy to ſhew. if it were to our 
preſent purpoſe, What he cites from the Author of the Future 
Hate, Limborch, and from Dr. Gobdnin, does not aſcribe to Chriſt's 
bumane goul fo Univerſal a Kaowledge as he does, and particu- 
___rly not the Knonledye of Mens Hearts, about which the Diſpure 


a 


chiefly 
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chiefly lies. And thoſe Authors never perverted their dubious 
ſpeculations about the extent of the Knowledge of Chriſt's h- 
wane Underſtanding, to rob him of the Glory of his Divine; to 
which alone, as have ſnewn that glorious Character can be- 
Tong, of ſearching the Heart and the Reins, 


Having thus prov'd the Omniſcience of our Bleſſed Saviour, 


PF proceed : Ns : EL 
II. Io examine What the Author has alledg'd to per ſmade us that 
eur Lord Feſus does diſclaim this Perfection. 1 


And for that he has but exe Text to lay in the ballance againſt 


all the Paſſages I have already mention d and vindicated. And 
hat is from Marl xiii. 32. Of that day knows no Man, No not the 
Angels in Heaven, Nor the Son, but the Father. And to this | 
Text the Author {lily but diſingenuouſly adds, The Father only, 
when there is no ſuch limiting Clauſe in the Text it felf, but 
only at Matt h. xxiv. 36. Now from this Tex: the Author thus 


argues, Here the Son profe ſſes his Knonledge to be limited, and 


& inferior to the Father's, I. e. The Son of the Father, or Son of God. 


ce The Son as above Angels in Knowledge, The Son in the moſt emi- 
nent ſenſe. Now how is it poſſible, the Son ſhou'd be God infinite, 


© and yet have but a finite Underſtanding ? &c. 
obs. 


The Author is very unhappy in his arguing from ſe- 


veral Texts, without ever conſulting the Context, (as has already | 
appear d in ſeveral Inſtances) and he is ſo in this. For if he | 


pleaſe to look into it, he will find, That our Saviour does there 


deſcribe himſelf in his final Appearance, (when he ſhall come in 


the Cloud: with great Power and Glory, and ſhall ſend his Angels to 
gather his Elect from the four Winds, from the uttermoſt part of the 


Earth, to the uttermoſt part of Heaven) not as the Son of God, but 


as the Son of Man, at v. 26. And therefore we haveall poſſible 


reaſon to underſtand him here ſpeaking of Himſelf at v. 32. 


under the ſame Character and Confideration. And even under 
that Character he may well enough ſpeak of his Knowledge (in 
the Divine Counſels towards Mankind) as ſuperior to that of 
Angels, and ſpeak of God as his Father, without ſpeaking of 
himſelf as the Son in the moſt eminent ſenſe. 


Our Author being aware of this, exclaims againſt this Anſwer 


as a meer ſubterfuge, and popular Evaſion, which he intends to 


Lay open the Vanity of. And to that purpoſe he offers ſeveral Re- 


marks. | 3 my 
Before he enters on thoſe Remarks, he demands, © What inti- 


« mation of any ſuch diſtinction of two Natures, we can point him | 


« 20 in theſe Diſcourſes of Criſt 2 Anſn. 


An ſw. I have already ſhewn him, That in the paſſage he al- 
ledges againſt the Omnipotence of Chriſt, he does diſtinguiſh be- 
tween his being the Son God, and the Son of Man. That the 
paſſage he alledges againſt his abſolute Goodneſs is not to the pur- 
poſe. And for thisalledg'd againſt his Omniſcience, the Context 
clearly limits the ſenſe of it. And ſince the diſtinction of his tn 
Natures is elſewhere clearly aſſerted. (See John 1.14. Rom. ix. 5. 
1 Tim. 111. 16. and ſeveral other places). There is no need it 
8 - thould be repeated on every occa aas. 
I come therefore to conſider his Rewarks. And 1 
I. He objects, That our Bleſſed Lord Jeſus, if himſelf was the 
| Supreme God in any Nature of his own, cou d not have ſaid ſuch | 
> | * things in any conſiſtency with Truth and Sincerity, He cond us 
3 | ©& ſay, He did not know the Thing he did know. For tho we ſhou | 
„ © ſuppoſe that he conſiſted of two infinitely diſtindt Natures, and jo 
t (had twoCapacities of Knowledge ; yet ſince himſelf includes both, it 
s {© I follows, that the denying a Thing of himſelf in abſolute Terms, with- 
1 


out any limitation in the words, or obvious Circumſtances, does plainly 
© imply a denial of its belonging to any part of its Perſon, or to any 
Mature in it. For tho I may affirm a thing of a Man that be- 
„ EE longs only to a part of him, yet I cannot juſtly deny a thing of him 

e which belongs to one part, becauſe it belongs not to another, As 1 

= | *©& cannot ſay, A Man is not wounded becauſe tho ane Arm be ſhar | 
y 1 er nant non ns 
ie | _ Anfs. I might here juſtly ſuggeſt to our Author, how unrea- 
re ſonable it is to meaſure all our Lord's Expreſſions, concerning 
„ Huimſelf, by what may or may not be ſaid of a cer Man For 
to | that1s to beg the Queſtion, and take it for granted, That there 


he |. 1snofuch Union of two infinitely diftin& Natures in him, as 

ut | wee judge to be clearly reveal'd in the Scriptures. And the Au- 

le | thor has ſaid nothing to refute Arguments, we draw for it from 
2. ſuch Paſſages as thoſe fore- mention d, Fohn 1. 14. Rom. ix. 5. 
ler I Tim. 3. 16. Col. 2. 9. Where he is ſtiled, The Word made Fleſh, 
in rhe Seed of the Father's according to the Fleſh, and yet God bleſſed 

of bor evermore, God manifeſted in the Fleſh, One in whom the Fulneſs 


of the Godhead dwells bodily... But to convince our Author that he 
is miſtaken in his ſuppoſition, Thar nothing can be deny d of a Per- 
yer on that belongs to any part of him, I ſhall give him a parallel In- 
to. 25 ſtance, relating to our Bleſſed Lord, in which he denies ſomething 
Re- | ol himſelf, without any expreſs Limitation, which yet belongs 
10 him, in reſpect of one of his Natures, Thus our B. Saviour, 
ſgpeaking of his approaching Aſcenſion, at Jobn xvii. 11, ſaith, 


And 


( 96 ) 
And now I am no more in the World, and I come to thee, &c, And 
again at Matth. xxvi. 11. Ye have the Poor always with you, but 
Me ye have not always. Here our Lord, without any expreſs Li- 

mitation aſſerts, That he ſhou d upon his Aſcenſion be no more in 

the World, and they ſhou'd not have him with them always. But this 
is only true with reſpect to his humane Nature, and bodily Preſence, 
and by no means true in reſpect of his Divine Nature, and the 

| ſpiritual Energy and Preſence of that: For our Lord elſewhere 

tells his Diſciples, Lo, I am with you to the End of the World, 
Mat. xxviii. 20. Nay he has promis d, that where two or three 

are gather d together in his Name, He will be in the midſt of em, 
Mat. xvili. 20. Nay he has aſſur d every particular Chriſtian, 
that the Father and He will come and make their Abode with him,John | 
xiv. 23. So that our Author might upon his ſuppoſition, as re- 
Ionably charge our Bleſſed Lord with inſincerity, in denying #® 
without Limitation, his being in the World, and with his Diſciples, © 
when in reſpect of one of his Natures he ſhou'd be fill in the 
World, and with them, as he charges him with inſincerity here, on | 
9 he had a Divine Nature in which he knew the day of 5 
udoment. Ds „„ 135 

| Jo the Author pretend, that in the paſſages I alledge, tho' 4 i 

there be no Limitation in the words, yet there is in the obvious 
Circumſtances, which confine our Lord's meaning to his bodily | 
Preſence as Man, I grant it, And 1 have the fame to alledge 

tt) Here; for the Context here does more expreſly limit his words 
co his humane Nature, by giving him that Appellation of the Sou | 
of Man that belongs only to his humane Nature, and cannot fo | 

[4 refer to any præ-e viſtent Nature that belong'd to him. So that | 
the words, as the Context leads us to expound em, are the ſame 

Zs if they had run, Of that Day and Hour knoweth no Man, No 

nor the Angels, which are in Heaven, Nor the Son of Man (him- 

ſelf, that {hall then fo gloriouſly appear) but the Father. And if 
the Author ſhou'd here demand, How comes the Sox of Man (it 
the words be limited to him) to be put before the Angels, as ſu- 
perior to them in Knowledge? Lanſwer, very juſtly ; becauſe, 

As the Son of Man, he had the Spirit without meaſure, and did 
tranſcend the Angels in the knowledge of the Counſels and Will 
df God relating to the Salvations of the Sons of Men. He was 
in that Nature the principal Meſſenger of the Father, to reveal 
bis Mind to us, not only above all other Prophers, but above 
| Angels too, who never brought fo clear and full a Declaration of 

the Divine Will as he has done. It appears therefore a cur 
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Lord does not deny without any limitation, That he knew a., 
what he knew in another Nature: For the Context ſufficiently li- 
mits his denial to his humane Nature. 1 1 


But our Author parallels the Caſe with that of 4 Man who ha- 


« Ning two Eyes, ſhuts one, and keeps the other open, and then denies | 


« mithout limitation, that he ſaw ſuch a one with whom he convers'd, 


* meaning, That he ſaw him not with the Eye that was ſhut, tho he 
C ſam him with the Eye that was open. And as ſuch a One non d 


« be taten for a Liar or Deceiver, ſo he thinks we vertually fix this 


« imputation on 0wr Bleſſed Lord, by ſuppoſing, that having too know- 


* ing Capacities, he denies his knowing that abſolutely and indefinite- 
« ly, which he does know according to one of theſe Capacities, , |} 
 Anſw. One would think, that the Author ſhut both his Eyes ii 


drawing this Parallel: For his Argument proceeds upon a falſe 
| ſuppoſition, both in Anatomy, and Philoſophy, and Divinity. 


He goes upon a falſe Suppoſition in Anatomy and Philoſophy, 
That a Man has tuo Viſive Ptwers (anſwerable to the two knowing | 
Capacities, which we ſuppoſe in the Sn of God, and the Son 7 
Man) becauſe he has tuo Eyes. But this all Anatomiſts will tell 
luim is a palpable miſtake : For there is one common Senſory, 
where all the Nerves meet ; and beſides this, the Optick Nerves 
have a peculiar mecting-place, long before they come at this 


© common Centre. And therefore we underſtand from ſound Phi- 
Ii ſophhy, that tho there be variety of Organs ſubſervient to Sen- 
lation, yet there is but one common Senſory or diſcerning Prin- 


ciple. It is not the Eye or Nerd e ſees, but the Senſitive Soul that 


reſides where all theſe Organs meet: And ſince that ſees whe- 
ther one Eye or both be open, it were a down-right Falſhood to 


ſay, I ſaw not a Man, becauſe I only faw him with one Eye. 


But the Cafe is quite different where there are two knowing Prin- 


ciples belonging to two different Natures or Minds, the one 
Finite, the other Jufinite. So that the Author's Simile is lame of 
one Foot, or (to ſpeak in his own Strain) winks with one Eye. 


For the Foundation of lus Parallel fails. 


But he goes on as falſe a Suppoſition in Divinity, viz, That 
our Lord abſolztely and indefinitely denies his knowing the Day of 
adgment. But this I deny, and till he tear the 26 U. out of the 
.hapter, the Context will, againſt all the Subtlety he can uſe, 
limit our Lord's Denial to one of his Knowing Capacities only, 
viz. To that which belong d to him as the $07 m. 
But the Author argues, That if Chriſt had à Divine Nature 
and Knowledge, no doubt his Diſciples (n ho, if any Body, muſt 
| | | ehe 


2 to the imperfect humane Capacity. A 


FF 

© be ſuppoſed to believe it) diretted the Queſts F 
Jet in Anſwer to it, he 

J) d 8 


 Anſw. What he faith, No Doubt of, 1 poſitively deny, That on 
Suppoſition the Diſciples beliey'd the Divine Nature and Know- 
ledge of Chriſt, they directed their Queſtion to that rather than to 


his imperfect humane Capacity. For they knew, that Chriſ# was in 


dur Nature the Father's Meſſenger and Prophet, and as ſuch 
| . coud declare no mote to em, than what was revealed to his 
Humane Underſtanding, and what he had Inſtructions from the 
Father, to make known to em: And therefore never expected 
to learn from him, all that the Eternal Word nem, but only all 
that it pleaſed to impart to his Humane Under ſtanding for their 
Inſtruction and Edification. They addreſs d their EF | 
him as the Son of Man, and as a Prophet and Teacher ſent from 
God, and expected to learn no mote from him, than what he coud 
in that Capacity inform em of. And accordingly, our Lord, in 
anſwer to their Queſtion, tells em, and that ſincerely, he knew it 
not. And does it argue any inſincerity in the Man Chrift Feſus, 


to deny his Knowledge of it, becauſe that Eternal Word that was 


united to the Humane Nature (but yet was a Being entirely di- 
ſtinct from it, and cou'd communicate more ot lefs of Light and 
Knowledge to the HumaneUnderſtanding,at its own free Plea- 


lure) new it, There is no Shadow of Guile or Inſincerity in it. 
But the Author is pleas'd further to parallel this Cafe with 
that of a Popiſh Prieſt, © Who being examin'd about what he has 


e known by Confeſſion, ſaith he knows it not, and vindicates himſelf by 
e ſaying, That the Prieſt in Coufeſſion knows matters only as God, 
and not as Man, therefore he may deny that he knew em, meaning 
« as Man.This the Author tells us, Dr Stillingfleet cenſures as abſurd, 


4 Becauſe to ſay he does not know, #5 as much as to fay, he does not 


(e 


72 6 the Papiſts, as no doybt it is, Ten ſure tis ſo in the pre- 


c ſent Caſe. Therefore when Chriſt ſays, he knows not the Day c 
F̃udgment; "Tis as much as to ſay, He does not any way know 


« it. And conſequently tis a vain Shift to ſay, It was a Man on- 
“ Iy. We muſt beware, leaſt we bring the Holy Feſus under ſuch 
“ Reproach for Equivocation, as the Romiſh Prieſts lye under, and 
© make the Jeſunts themſelves think they have a good Title to that 
Name, by imitating herein his own Example, which in this very 
“ Inſtance they alledge with ſo great Advantage, according to this 
Interpretation. V•VVVÜ!ß! De 


75 to 


* any way know. Now faith the Author, I this be 4 2 Anſwer 
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Anſw. The Author is very unhappy in the choice of his Paral- 
lels. For can any thing be more unreaſonable and abſurd than 
to parallel a Romiſh Prieſt that has but One Underſtanding or 

Knowing Capacity, with our B. Savior, in whom we ſuppoſe 
tuo infinitely diſtinct Natures, and two ſo diſtinct Underſtand- 
ings, the one finite, the other _ Now I have ſhewn him 
the Caſe is plainly thus, The Diſciples enquire of the So» of Man, 
| as the great Prophet ſent by the Father, concerning the Day of 
Judgment. (And I have already ſhewn him, That tho' we 
| tuppoſe em to believe the Union of his Humane Nature to the 
Eternal Word, they had no reaſon to addreſs their Enquiry to 
him under that higher Character). He, the Son of Man, and 
that moſt truly tells em, he knew it not. For the Man Chriſt 
| Feſws, to whom alone they addreſs d their Enquiry, 0 way knew |} 
zt himſelf, and much leſs had it in his Inftructions to reveal to | 
them. And what tho the Eternal Word, which had aſſumed 
the Humane Nature, 4new it? Is it any Equivocation for the 
Son of Man to deny his Knowledge of it, when he really ne- 
ver had that Knowledge unparted to him? Is there any thing 
in this Caſe parallel to the Prieſf's denying his Knowledge of 


tending, That in Confeſſion he knows matters only as God? When | 


to be? And therefore for the Author upon ſo ground leſs an Oc- 
caſion to tell us, That our Intrepretation enables the Feſuits to 
aledge our Saviour's Example to countenance their vile Practice of 
© Equiwcation with great Advantage, argues ſo great a defect both 
3 true Judgment, and of that Humiliiy that becomes any Man 
that oppoſes the common Faith of Chriſtians, nay ſo great 
rreverence to our B. Saviour himſelf, that I cannot let it paſfs 
without expreſſing ſome juſt diſlike of it: And hope the Au- 
Thor will upon ſecond Thoughts with fo indecent a Paſſage 
— never ſlip d from his Pen in ſo ſerious and weighty a 
cvate. 


| I proceed to his 3 
24d Remark. © As a farther Evidence, (faith he) That Fe ſus 
= © Chriſt intended no ſuch Diſtinttion of two Natures as is pretended, 

=» © Ty tobe obſervd, That he puts not the Diſtinftion berween the 
» © Sonof Man and the Eternal Word (as ſome ſpeat) but between 


= « 
Ws * 


* = the Son and his Father. Not the Son knows but only the Father, 


5, 1 dad's 1 F * 


what he does really know, and folving it by ridiculotiſly pre- 


be has but one Nature, and one Underſtanding, and is no more 
truly God, then the Author believes our B. Saviour hunfelt } 
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on 
13 Mark 32. (4) By which tis plain, He had no thought of in- 
cluding any Perſon or Nature of his own among the Excepted. For 
whatever was not whe Father, he ſays, was ignorant of that day. 
Now is certain, that in no Nature was the Son the Father, and 
conſequently where none but the Father knows, None who is not the 
Father can be intended. And fince our Lord was making an Ex- 
* ceprion in the Caſe, he nou'd not have forgot to except the Eternal 
* Word too, if there had been ſuch a Divine Principle in himſelf, e- 
qual to the Father and diſtinct from him. For tis a known Rule 
that an Exception from a general Aſſertion confirms it to other In- 
jj End, ho: J 
Anſn. The Father is here conſider d as the Diſpenſer of all 
Divine Revelations: And under that Notion he is oppos d, A 
Not to the Eternal Word and H. Spirit that are One in Eflence |. | 
and Underſtanding with himſelf, But to thoſe whom the Fa- 
ther employs as his Meſſengers to reveal his Will to Men. Ad 
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| l | fo the Father is here oppos'd, Not only to all Prophers (by whom 


God ſpake at ſundry times, and in diverſe manners to the Fathers, 
1 Hebr. 1.) But to the Angels, nay to the Son of Man himſelf 
the greateſt of Prophets, and the moſt Eminent Meſſenger he 
ever ſent. But our Author pretends, © That our Lord ſays, 
Whatever was not the Father was ignorant of that day. Vow 

he argues, That in no Nature, was the S# the Father. 
Anſw. Our Saviour faith no ſuch thing, as That whatever 


nas not the Father, was ignorant of that day. Unleſs the Author 


( 
means by Whatever was not the Father the ſame, as, Whatever _ : 
was a Being in Nature and Eſſence diſtinct from the Father. And . | 
then I deny, That the Son of God is in no Nature, the fame . 
Being in reſpect of his Eſſence with the Father. So that all 
the Author's Argument turns upon this, That that Phraſe rhe , 
Father only at xxiv Matth. 36. muſt of Neceſſity exclude, not 


only all whom God employs as his Meſſengers to Men (which - : 
|| we freely grant) but even the Eternal Word and H. Spirit (tho 1 
the ſame in Nature and Eſſence with himſelf). But this de- 
ny, and ſhall ſnew him in an Inſtance or two the Abſurdity ol. kt 
I might urge ad hominem all thoſe Paſſages where the Unitarians + 8 

will not allow the word Oh), to exclude all others except the 1 
ſubject to which it is apply'd. Thus when Soon faith of God, 5 

Thos 0 

81 

7 mn . 
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(4) Here again he cites the Text wrong, for tis, not the Son, but 
che Father. 
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Thos even thou only knoweſt the Hearts of the Children of Men. Our 
Author himſelf preſumes to except our B. Saviour, tho according 
to his opinion only a dignify'd Creature. So when our Saviour 
” faith, Thos ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, and him ny ſhalt thou 
ſerve, 4 Matth. 10. The Author, I preſume, will freely own, 
that only there does net exclude our B. Saviour, nor diſcharge us 
from our Obligation to ſerve him, tho he be not in his Opint= 
on the God there ſpoken of. But I ſhall chooſe rather ſuch In- 
ſtances as are more unexceptionable. Thus, our Saviour faith, _ 
at xi Matth. 27. None knows the Son but the Father: (For fo dee 
ſhou'd be render d). But wou'd any wiſe Man from thence 
argue, That none that is not the Father knows the Son, and there- 
fore, the Son (who is in no nature the Father) does not know himſelf. 
So at vi John, v. 46. we read, Not that any one dux 871 ve hath 
* ſeen the Father, ſave he that is of God, he hath ſeen the Father. 
| But will any Man thence conclude, That the Father hath not ſeem 
+ (or what is the ſame, has not Ann) himſelf ? | „ 

. Du this the Author ſeems to reply, in what he adds under this 

. « Will they ſay, That by the Father is meant all three Perſons 


. p 
Wh F \ 
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: | = © here, viz. Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt > What can the Father — 

„ a4 opposd tothe Son, be put for the Father and the Son? Whas | 
nofal work will this make with Scripture, to ſuppoſe that what are { 

„ © oppoſed to each other, do include each other, under the very ha- 

„ F ratters by which they are oppoſed. As well may they ſay, That in 

„54 * the Bapti mal Form, by the Father i meant Father, Son and 

S Spirit, tho' he be diſtinguilh'd from the other tno. And 1 ſhoud 

80 * deſpair of ever underſtanding the Scriptures above all Books that 

lj © were eder written at this rate 7 Interpretation. No doubt there- 

he ore but the Father as oppoſed to the Son, excludes all that ts the 

8 Fon, and then there cou d be no Son of God, that knew of that 

ich day, which only the Father knew of, and conſequently, No Son 

ho' | © that. is equa] 0. God rhe Father. 8 

Je- Anſa. All this confident Reaſoning is built on this Miſtake 

nf that runs thro' the whole, That the Father is oppos d to the Son 

n Ob whatever account that Title is given to him. But I have 

the ſhewn him the Context leads us plainly to expound it of the 

50 0. Son of Man. And if we ſo expound it, All his Argument is 

Thos coyer-turn d and loſt. We underſtand by the Father the Firſt of 


the Sacred Three, the Diſpenſer of all Divine Revelations, and 
— dot as he pretends, The Father, Word and H. Spirit. But we 

, _—fuppoſe the Father here oppos'd, not to the Eternal Word and 
, ts 8 2 H ' Wo 
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Mill! MH. Spirit that are One in Eſſence and Knowledge with himſelf. 
Not to the H. Spirit, for he is elſewhere ſaid 79 ſearch the deep ; 
[fl ehings of God, and to know em, as the Spirit of a Man does thoſe of | 
2 Man, 1 Cor. II. 10,11. Not to the Eternal Mord, for he ſaitn 
elſewhere, All things that the Father has, are mine, Therefore ſaid ! 
I, he ſhall take of mine, and ſhall ſhew it unto hon, xvi Fohn 15. 

The Father is therefore only oppoſed to all whom he 1mploys as 

his Meſſengers, to Prophets, to Angels, to the Son of Man him- 

105 And now, let the Author apply this to his Argument. 

No doubt the Father as oppoſed to the Son, (i. e. to the Sn of 
Aan, as the Context expounds it) excludes all that is the Son 
(i. e. all that is the Son of Man). But if he infer, Then there 
'#''; could be no Son of God, that knew of that Day, which the Fa- 
ther (as oppoſed to Prophets, Angels, and the Son of Man) knew f | 

of; Where is the Conſequence? Or whence ariſes the mighty '. 
| Difficulty of underſtanding this Paſſage according to our Inter- 
pretation, unleſs it be from his own violent Inclination to per- 
JJ... OE 2 
zd Remark. © That Interpretation muſt needs he unjuſt, which 
if admitted, will make all, even the moſt plain Speech uncertain, 
and utterly inſignificant. As this Interpretation of Chriſt's Words 
pu d do: For I ach the Patrons of this Opinion, In what Word: 
F. Chriſt coud in brief have denied himſelf to be God moſt High, 
if he had a mind to it more plain and full than theſe, in which he 

« ſaith, He knew not all things as the Father did, nor cou'd 
« do all things, Cc. So I would fain have em ſhew me, What © 
* Words of that Nature, he could have uſed, which the ſame way 0; 

e Interpretation as they here uſe, will not evade and make inſionificant, 
* For had he ſaid and ſworn in plain Words thus, viz. I tell you, 

* I am not the Supreme God, and none but my Father has that 
Glory, they wou'd upon the ſame Reaſon have ſaid, this was to le 

* #nderjiood as Man only, Cc. So that I may ſafely ſay thus much, © 
* That the B. Feſus has declared himſelf, not to be the Supreme God, 

* or Equal to the Father, as plainly as Words could ſpeak, or in brit 
„ expreſs. And that this Declaration made by him already is noi 
* to be evaded, any other way, than what will male it impoſſible hi. 

« Mind ſhou'd be declard by any Words he could have deſionedl 
40 = in the matter. Let any one try this, if it do not hold true. Ant 
« fare it muſt be an abſurd way of Interpretation, which leaves a M 


no Opportunity or Power of Speaking his Mind plainly, fo as to l. 
under /tood. 
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Anſw. I have recited this Remark at large, not {o much for 


any Strength of Argument it contains, as to take this occaſion 1 
to remind the Author that more Humility would become him. 


For I do not altogether deſpair to make him jenſible that his 


Confidence in this Paragraph is exceſſive and beyond all due 


meaſure of Sobriety and Modeſty . 1 1 
To this Purpoſe T muſt remind him, That I have already |} 


 ſhewn, That our Bleſſed Saviour dos not diſclaim the power of | ; 


doing all things, but on the contrary aſſerts it when he faith, 
That whatever things the Father dos he dos the ſame likewiſe. And 


that lie dos not diſclaim his ab/olute Goodneſs at all. And fox |} 
this paſſage that refers to his Omniſcience, I have ſhewn him 


from the Context, It amounts to no more than this, That the 


Syn of an nem not of the day of Tudgment. And now our 
Ahorn asks the Patrons of this Opimon concerning the Deity 


of Chriſt, © In what words 


eſus Chriſt cou d have deny d himſelf 
« to be the moſt 2. 5 


F he had a Mind to do it, more plain 
e, and not to be evaded one” wear? 
Anſw. He might have done it moſt eaſily. Had he ſaid, 1 
am in no ſence whatever the Supreme God. 1 came of the Father | 


according to the Fleſh, and am only a Creature, and no way God f 
over all bleſſed for evermore. I never created all things, nor have 
the power in any Nature that belongs to me, of giving being 


to the leaſt grain of Sand or Spire of Graſs, much leſs to all 


| | things viſible and inviſible, &c. God indeed ſearches the Hearts and 


the Reins, but I can no way do it, and know em only by Re- 
velation from him, or by probable conjecture. God may indeed 


diſplay his Perfections in my human Nature, But I am not my 
ſelf God manifeſted in the Fleſh; Nor does any of thoſe divine 


Perfections belong to me, much lets does the Fulneſs of the God- 
head dwell bodily in me. Tam only the Word as the Meſſenger of 
God, but never was in the beginning with God, much leis was God, 
or made any of his works, being only a Man and a Creature like 
your ſelves. Since you mult worſhip and ſerve God only, You 
mult by no means give Worſhip and Homage to me, to whom 
no reſpect is to be paid but what mult be given to a dignify'd 
Creature, and infinitely differs from what mult be given to ſuch 
an infinite Being as God, to whoſe Excellency and Honour I ne- 
ver pretended. So that you muſt upon peril of dolatry beware 
of honoxring me (even in my higheſt capacity) as ye honour the 
Father. All thoſe Paſſages of the Old Teſtament which ſpeak 
concerning the God of 1jrael, Racy of my Diſciples apply 'em t 
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ich: 
me, muſt be underſtood by way of meer Accommodation, and not 
as implying me to be indeed that Bleſſed Fehovah there ſpoken 
of. And now let the Author try his skill, how he will evade 
all theſe Declarations againſt the true Deity of Chriſt the ſame 
way, that we evade this Text, That no Man knows of that day, 
or Hour, nor the Angels, nor the Son, but the Father? We aſſert, 


That the Context expounds our Lord's words concerning him 


| to, | as the Son of Man. But for Chriſt to ſay, That the Son of Man 
ATnoms not the day of Fudgment, is no Denial at all of its being 


known to the Eternal Word to whom the Humane Nature was 


I Bit united. But theſe Declarations I have laid down are net to | | 
3 be fo evaded; And yet the Author is the more concern'd to 9 


make good his challenge, becauſe the Scriptures have aſſerted 
the quite contrary to the foregoing Declaration in the cleareſt 
and plaineſt Expreſſions ; So that his Argument rather turns | 
upon himſelf, and he will find himſelf harder put to it to 
ſhew us, In what plainer words The Supreme Deity of Chriſt 
cou'd have been deliver d by the Inſpired Writers, then thoſe 
have now mention de. C 
But our Author has not done, I therefore paſs to his 
4th. Remark. This way of Interpretation (faith he) which 
they are neceſſitated io for upholding their Cauſe does plainly over- 
ce throwit, and may be turned againſt themſelves. For it may be ſaid 
* according to it, that Jeſus is not God, without adding any more. 
« Nay,a Man may ſay his Creed backward,and ſince the Apoſtle's Creed 
% takes notice of nothing to be believ d concerning Chriſt, but what 
& belongs to his Manhood (which is very ſtrange, if there were any 
* Articles relating to his Divinity, which muſt needs be moſt impor- 
tant). One may venture to deny em all with this ſecret Reſerve, 
* viz, Meaning it of the Divine Nature. So one may ſay, I believe 
not that Jeſus Chriſt was conceived of the H. Ghoſt, Cc. 
Anſw. The Reader muſt be put in mind, that our Author has 
proved nothing by juft Conſtruction, But that the Son Man 
denys his Knowing the Day of Judgment. But will it thence fol- 
low, that we may ſay in conſiſtency with our Opinion, That 
eſus Chrift is not God? By no means: It will only follow, 
That we may ſafely ſay the Son of Man is not God, And un- 
der that Reſtriction no Chriſtian thinks him to be ſo. So on 
the other hand, it will not follow, that we may fay, F. Chri/f 
was not conceiv'd of the H. Ghoſt nor born of the Virgin Mary, 
nor ſuffer'd under Ponitus Pilate, &c. But only that we may 
ſay, The Eternal Mord or the Divine Nature was not conceiv d 
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of the H. Ghoſt, nor born of the Virgin Mary, Cc. And under that 
Reſtriction the Aſſertion wou d be true. So that this Objecti- 


on is not founded on our way of interpreting the Texts which 


the Author refers to, but on his own Miſrepreſentation of it. 
But I muſt, before I diſmiſs this Remark, ask the Author, How 


he comes ſo confidently to aſſert, © That the Apoſtles Creed takes 


notice of nothing to be believed concerning Chriſt, but what relates 


cc ;0 his Manhood, Does he think the Compilers thought him no 


more than a Man, when they ſay, 1 believe in Feſus Chriſt, his 
only Son our Lord. Has he anſwered either Dr. Barrow, or Dr, 


Pierſon on the Creed, who undertake to prove, that the Scrip- 


Divine Nature? And who have thewn, That his being call d ; 
the Son of God on other Accounts is common to him with 


tures give bim that Title and Character on the account of his 


others. And that ſo far as tis appropriated to him (by his be- 


þ | ing called his ozly, or only-begotten Son) it does as truly import his — 


Participation of the Divine Nature, as his being call'd the Sf 
Man imports his Participation of the Humane? Or can he pro- 


Aduce any of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, that underſtood that Title to 
be the Deſcription of no more than a Dignih d Creature ? Or has 


he anſwered, what Dr.}Vhitby has produc'd to the contrary out ot 
thoſe Fathers (a)? Till he do this, one wou'd think it wou'd be- 
come him better to be a little more modeſt and wary in his Aﬀer- 
FPV. c or, „ 
5th Remark is, I weighs ſomething with me in oppoſition to 
* this way of Interpretation, that the Evangeliſts never take occaſion 
* (when they had ſo many) to ſubjoin any Caution againſt taking 
« Chrift's Words in their obvious ſenſe, when he ſaith, He did not 
* know the Hour, Cc. If our Lord had no mind to reveal his 
« Divinity (tho I ſee not why he ſhou'd deny it thus) yet ſure the 


 & Apoſtles who nrote ſo many Years after, and whom it concerned to 


reveal all important Truths moſt clearly, wou d not have failed to 


“ ſer the Reader right, by removing ſuch obvious Objections as theſe 


Cc 


are againſt the Sypreme Deity of Chriſt ; And ſaying, that he ſpake 


this only of his Manhood, that he knew not all things, &c. 


Anſw. J have ſhewn him, That our Lord himſelt has in the Paſ- 


ige he ſo much inſiſts on- ſav d his Apoſtles the labour of adding 
uch a (aution, by giving us the Caution himſelf. He has there 
nn the Context deſcribd himſelf, as the Son of Man that ſhall 


4 came 


— 


(a) de e Dr. Whitby's Tractatus de Deitate Chriſti, p. 59, 60, 61,62, Jes 
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come in the Clouds with great Glory, and ſaid of himſelf under 
that Character, That he knew not the Day and Hour of that his 
glorious Appearance, but the Father, who has the Times and 
Seaſons (of thoſe glorious Events) in his own power, Act. 1.7, And 
the like Caution J have ſhewn him, Our Lord has given againſt. 
miſunderſtanding thoſe Paſſages which he makes uſe of againſt 
his Omnipotence, Fohn v. 19, 27, 30. So that what the Author 
ſuggeſts is moſt untrue, That our Lord in the Paſſages he has 


alledged, denies his Divinity. And had the Author carefully 
examin'd the Context in both places, he might have found his own 
Objeftions obviated. But he ſeems to have been more intent on 
finding Objections againſt the Deity of Chriſt, than Anſwers to 


em, when he overlooks thoſe that were ſo near at hand, 


and cou d ſcarce eſcape an Inquiſitive and humble Reader. 


| Upon the whole, I hope every judicious Chriſtian will ſee, 

that theſe Objections our Interpretation of the fore-cited Paſſa- 
ges (tho deliver d in ſo magiſterial a Strain, and in ſo inſulting 
a way) have much more of Noiſe and Shew than of any Solidity 


e,, N 
HFlaving finiſh'd this Argument for the Deity of Chri/, drawn 


from the Divine Perfections that are aſcribed to him, and vindi- 


cated it from what the Author alledges to perſwade us, that our 
Lord himſelf diſclaim em. I now come to the 
IIId and Laſt Argument for the Deity of our B. Saviour, drawn 


mu that Divine Worſhip which the Scriptures require us to pay 
As to this Head. The Author tells us, He doubts not he coul 


« maintain his Cauſe with equal Advantage. And accordingly he 


ſuggeſts a few Arguments to ſhew, ©* That there is no Inſtance of 
« ſupreme Divine Worſhip given ultimately to him in Scripture, But 


<< on the contrary, all the Honour it aſſigns to him, it ſuch as ſpeats 


* him to be inferior to the Father, and dependent on him, 


I ſhall therefore, in Vindication of this Argument for the 
Deity of Chriff from the Worſhip due to him, Firſt, briefly State 
the Notion of Divine Worſhip, Secondly, Shew, That the Scrip- 
tures require us to pay ſuch Divine Worſhip to our B. Saviour 
Thirdly, Conſider what Worſhipour Adverſaries, and particular- 


oy the Author ſeems to allow him; and here J ſhall both con- 
1 ; 


er what he objects againſt our giving Divine Worſhip to him, 
and ſhew alſo, How evidently that Worſhip he allows him en- 
trenches on the Divine Honour, upon the ſuppoſition of his be- 
ing only a dinify'd Creature. 5 5 Firſt 
; | | | Fits 
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Noe ſuch Wale. whether Internal or External, as does in 


oo I 7 
Firſt 1 ſhall briefly fate the Notion of divine Worſhip. 


Now ſince Worſhip in general imports the Reſpect we pay to 
another on the account of his Excellency and Superiority, Divine 


Worſhip muſt import fuch Reſpect as belongs to a Being of ſuch 


infinite Excellencys and Supreme Authority as the Bleſſed God a- 
6 8 
And ſuch Worſhip is either Internal, conſiſting in thoſe acts of 


our Mind (ſuch as Eſteem, Reverence, Love, Truſt, Subjection, 
Self- dedication) whereby we acknowledge ſuch infinite Excellen- 


, and Supreme Authority to belong to the Being we adore ; Or 


External, And this is partly express t by our words, in our Pray- 


ers, Praiſes, &c. Partly by our Geſtures, as Kneeling, Standing, 


the nature of the acts themſelves, or by reaſonable Conſtructi- 


on, imply the Being we offer it to, to be poſleſs't of the Per- 


Go 


fections and Authority peculiar to the B. God, is divine Worſhip, 


I come therefore, 


Second ly to ſhew, That the H. Scriptures require 6 10 pay ſuch | 
Divine Worſhip to our B. Saviour. on 


To make good this Aſſertion, I ſhall briefly ſet before the 


Reader thoſe paſſages that require us to pay Divine Worſhip || 
in general to our B. Lord or to offer to him this or that parti- | 
„„ Oo 1 oO uw wy 


For Divine Worſhip in general, All do agree that the Honour | 


due to the Father is Divine Worſhip. But this Honour the Son of || 
God challenges as due to him at v Fohn 23. What the Author | 


objects againſt this I ſhall conſider in it's due place. 

Again, Divine Worſhip is in general Expreſs't throughout 
the Scripture by our Calling on the Name of the Lord. Now we 
are not only expreſly requir'd to pay this Homage to our B. 
Saviour, but it's made the Condition of our Salvation by him 
To clear this we need only carefully compare the II Joel 32. 
with x Kom. II, 12, 13, Cc. The Prophet Joel ſpeaking of If 
the times of the Meſſiah concludes bis prediction with that gra- 
clous promiſe, And it ſhall come to paſs that whatſoever ſhall call cn | 
the Name of the Lord ſhall he ſaved. Now the Ap. Paul urging 


the Jews to believe on and confeſs the Lord Feſus in order to Salva- 


tion, cites two paſſages to enforce his Exhortation, The one 
from xxviii I/ 1 1. Whoſoever believes on him ſhall not be aſhamed. 
The other from ii Joel 32. That whoever ſhall call on the Name 


of the Lord ſhall be ſav d. And that none of what Nation ſo- 
| ever 


3 „ 

ever might think themſelves excluded from this gracious Pro- 
miſe, he premiſes this Encouraging conſideration, That there 1s 
nom no difference between Few and Greek, But the ſame Lord over 
all is rich to all that call upon him: v. 12. Now that tis the Lord 
Feſus whom he here exhorts us to believe in and call upon in 


[order to Salvation, is evident not only from the whole ſcope 
ot the Chapter and Context, But particularly from the 14. v. 


How then ſhall they call on him on whom they have not believed? 


And how ſhall they believe in him of whom they have not heard? 


And how ſhall they hear without a Preacher? ©c. In whom they 


{if were to believe as Preach't to em, On him they were to call. 


But they were to believe in our Bleſſed Saviour. He therefore 
1s the Lord over all that is rich to all that call on him. And of 


LF; him the Prophet Joel ſpake when he faid, Whoſoever ſhall call n 
4.708 the Name of the Lord ſhall be ſav d. But all erant that Foe 


ſpake of the true God, and of that truly Divine er which is 


his incommunicable Glory. That Divine Worſhip therefore muſt be 
given to our Bleſſed wehen ſuch as expect Salvation from him. 
Ts e 


And thus to worſhip our Bleſſed Saviour by Religious Invocation 
is ſo neceſſary and important a Duty, that 'tis made by the Ap. 


Paul the eſſential character and mark of a true Chriſtian. He 
$041} directs his Epiſtle at 1 Cor. I. 2. To the Church that is at O- 
I rib, To them that are ſanctified in Chriſt Jeſus, call d to be 
[411 Saints, with all that in every place call upon the Name of F. Chriſt 
our Lord both theirs and ours. And to the ſame purpoſe, tis 
{3/1 obſervable, that the Profeſſors of Chriſtianity were known by 
this Deſcription of em they were ſuch as call 
dur Lord Je ſus, ix Acts 14, 21. I know indeed ſome late Uni- 
tarians have pretended, that theſe Expreſſions may be render d, 
Ni fuch as are called by the Name of the Lord. But this Criticiſm 

lil}; 3s fo fully confuted by Dr. Whitby, both in his Engliſh Com- 


mentary on the Epiſtles, and eſpecially in his Latin Treatiſe de 


Deitate Chriſti, p. 16,17. by ſhewing that the Phraſe is through- 


out both the Septuag int and the New Teſtament taken actively, 
and is varied whenever any are ſaid to be call'd by the Name 


of another, that I preſume we ſhall hear no more of it. (2.) 
And this one Paſſage at Rom. x. 11, 12, 13. is ſufficient 


to put the meaning of the Phraſe paſt Diſpute, as 


— 
—. 
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(.) The Reader that underſtands the Greek Tongue may conſult the 
Septuagint in the following Places: I Kings VIII. 43. IV Iſ. I. LXVIII 
J. 19. XIV Fer. 19. XV Fer, 16. IX Dan, 18, 19, &c. 


d on the Name of 


if compar d with Af vii. 59. and with At xv. 17. 


ral Branches of it are due to our B. Saviour. 


—— 


(107). 


And what I have ſaid concerning Divine Worſhip in gen eral, 


may be applied to the particular Acls of it. 


* 


As to Aci of Internal Worſhip. Are we obliged to make the 


Father the Object of our Faith and 7ſt? So mult we believe 
in our Lord Feſus, as well as Call upon him, Rom. x. 14. And 
he himſelf requires it, Te believe in God, believe alſo in me, John 


xiv. 1. Are we required to Love God above all? So mult we love 


our Lord Feſus more than Father or Mother, Brother or Siſter, 


Fuſe or Lands, Yea, than Life it ſelf, Matth. x. 37. Luke xiv. 26. 


So that if any Man love him not, Let him (faith the Apoſtle Paul) 
be Anathema Maranatha, 1 Cor. xvi. 22. Are we requird to | 
ſubject our Wills to the Authority of God? So muſt we be the 
Servants of Chriſt, we muſt tale his Yoke on us, and do his Will, 
Matth. xi. 29. Cl. III. 24. Are we to live to God, as our Ulti- 

mate End? So muſt we live not to our ſelyes, but to him that 
died for us, and roſe again, 2 Cr. v. 15. The Advancement of 

his Glory and Intereſt muſt be our principal Aim and Deſign. 


Are we to dedicate our ſelves by ſolemn Covenant to the Faith YF 
and Worſhip of the Father? So muſt we to that of the S and 
the H. Spirit, Matth. xxvili. 19. (Of which more afterwards). | 
And ſure we cannot conceive any more eſſential and important 


Acts of Divine Worſhip then theſe. 


And for External Worſhip, We may obſerve, That the ſeve- j 


One Eminent Branch of it is Praiſe and Thankſgiving. And 


ſure I need not tell any true Chriſtian that this part of Divine 
Homage mult be paid to our B. Saviour. How frequently do 
ſuch Doxologies occur in the N. Teſtament ? To him ( faith the 


Apoſtle Peter, ſpeaking of our Lord Jeſus, 1 Pet. ili. 11.) be 
Glory both now and for ever, Amen. So 1 Pet. iv. 11. To whom be 
Praiſe and Dominion for ever, So Rev. i. 5, 6. To him that has 
loved us, and waſh'd us from our Sins in his own Blood, and made us | 
Kings and Prieſts, to God and his Father, to him be Glory and Po- 


minion for ever, And tis manifeſt that theſe Doxologtes are pa- 


rallel to thoſe that are elſewhere offered to the Father. Sce 


I Pet. v. 10, 11. 1 Zim. i. 17. and vi. 16. So that if theſe very 


Doxologies are manifeſtly Acls of Divine Worſhip, when uſed to- 


wards the Father, we have no reaſon to take em for any other, 


when offer d to our B. Siour: Eſpecially when we find both 
of em join d in the very ſame Doxology, and have the ſame Bleſ- 
ſing, and Honour and Glory, and Porer aſcribd to em. And yet 
WY | this 
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this all Creatures whatever are oblig d to aſcribe 20 him that ſs 


n the Throne, and to the Lamb for ever and ever, Rev. v. 13. 
And again, all the Members of the Church Triumphant, with 
Concordant Heart and Voice aſcribe, Salvation to our God which 
i! futeth upon the Throne, and to the Lamb, Rev. vii. 10, And that 
the Lamb muſt be there underſtood of the Incarnate Son of God, 
and not of a meer dignifyd Man, is evident, becauſe he is ex- 


empted from the Rank of Creatures which are all requir d to pay 
this Homage to him, and that on the account of his having in 


our Nature been ſlain. and thereby redeeming us to God by his 
Blood, from every Kindred and Tongue, and People and Nation, 


Now if ſuch Doxologies as theſe, when uſed to ovr B. Saviour, 
be not Acti of Divine Worſhip ; If the ſame Glory and Praiſe, and 


Dominion, be not thereby aſcribec to him as to the Father, they 
muſt be uſed in ſo vaſtly different a Senſe, when apply'd to 

him from what is meant when they are apply'd to the Father, 
that we cannot think it conſiſtent with the Wiſdom and Sin- 


cerity of an Infpired Writer to uſe them promiſcuouſly toward 3 


Both, without giving us any Diſtinction in what a different Senſe 
they are intended, when apply'd to the one, and to the other. 


Nay, withcut giving us any Caution againſt the Holatry we are 


in danger of incurriug, by addrefling our ſelves to both in the 
fame Language, if we put not a vaſtly different Conſtruction 


on the very {ame words, when us'd in our Addrefles to the one 


or the other. For there is ſuch an infinite Diſproportion be- 
tween the B. God, and the moſt dignijyd Creature, that our Re- _ 


ligious Reſpe& to the one and the other can never be fitly paid 
at the ſame time, in the ſame Language, and the ſame External 
Acts of Devotion. The like Glory and Dominion can never be con- 
gruouſly aſcribed to both. Our Language to em ought to put 
the utmoſt difference that words can make between the Eternal 


= oy Excellencies and ſupreme Dominion of the one, and the finite 


Excellenciet, and meerly borrow'd Power of the other, But there 


is. no ſuch Diſtinction made, when we uſe the very ſame Doxo- 


lag ies to our B. Saviour as we uſe to the Father. 
Again, For Prayer, We are requir d to addreſs this branch 
of divine Worſhip to our Lord Feſus. This is particularly inclu- 


ded in our Calling on his Name. And we have ſeveral Inſtances 


of the practice of Chriſtians being conformable to this part of 


their Character, That they were ſuch as calf'd upon his Name. 
"Tis the common Form of the Apoſtolical Salutations to wiſh 
Grace and Peace to thoſe to whom they nrite, From the Father, and 


from 


part of divine Worſhip is due to him, Lord 


11. 16, 17. Sometimes the Apoſtle begs f 
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fm the Lord Jeſus Chriſt (a). And ſometimes they with the 
Brace of our Lord Feſus Chriſt may be with em (without any ex- 
preis mention of the Father (): It was to our Lord Feſus that 
the Apoltle thrice pray'd, That the Thorn in the Fleſh might de- 
part from him, as appears by the Anſwer given him, 2 Coy, x11. &, 


Nor ought we to forget 1e Prayer of dying Stephen, the firſt 
Martyr for the Chi tian Cauſe, whoſe dying Requeſt to our 
Ble ſſed Lord d cars a noble Teſtimony to this Truth, That this 

Feſus receive wy 
Spirit, and Lord lay not this Sin to their Charge, Acts vii. 59, 60. 


In which tuo Petitions he has manifeſtly expreſt his Faith in our 
Lord Feſus, as both able to forgive the Sin of his Enemies, and 


to reward ard crown his own perſevering Fidelity. Nay what | 


greater Teltimony can we have to this, than the Petition addreſt 


to our Lord by his whole Church, with which the Sacred Canon 
is concluded, Rev. xxvii. 17, 20, 21. I ſhall only add, That ſome- 


times we find the Father and our Lord Feſ#s join'd in the ſame 


particular Petition offer d to em; as 1 l 11.17, 12. 272 
uch Bleſſings from our 

Saviour alone, 2 The ſſ. iii. 16, 18. Gal. vi. 11. Phil. ix. 3. 

And as our Praiſes and Prayers are to be addreſs d to him, ſo 


in thoſe two Federal Rites of our H. Religion, thoſe two Sacra- | 


ments of Baptiſm and the Lord's Supper, we are oblig d to pay 


Divine Homage to him. 


® & 


II. the Former (viz. Baptiſm) We are as ſolemnly baptiz/d into 1 


his Name as that of the Father. And if our being baptiz'd into F 
the Father's Name ſignify our Solemn Dedication to the Faith and | 
Worſhip and Service of the Father. ( As the Chriſtian Church 


has in all Ages underſtood this to be the import of it). Then 
our being Baptized into the Name of the Son and H. Spirit, muſt 


imply the like Dedication to them, For had our Lord intended 
no more by this Form of Baptiſm, than our being oblig'd to | 
profeſs the Religion which the Father (who alone is God) has 
reveal'd by the Sn (who is only a Man) and confirm'd by his 
power of working Miracles, which they ſuppoſe here call'd the 
Holy Spirit, How very eaſy wou'd it have been to expreſs the 
matter thus ? And how necdful was it to prevent ſo pernicious | 
an Error, as the words (according to their Opinion) naturally 
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(4) Rom. 1. 7. 1 Cor. 1. 3. 
(9) Rom. 16. 24, 1 Cor. 16. 23, C., 
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lead us into, Of taking thoſe three into whoſe Nambs We are 


. diſtinctiy Baptix d to be that One God, to whoſe Faith and Ser- 


vice we are in that ſolemn Inſtitution devoted? Nay how un- 


reaſonable does it appear, not only that we ſhou d be thus Bap- 


tix d jointly into the name of God and of a Creature, but into 


the Name of Miracles, or of the divine Power that wrought. 
em? Why might we not as well be Baptix'd into the Name of 


God's Wiſdom or Truth or Goodneſs, which are as illuſtriouſly 


diſplay d in the Goſpel of Chrift, as into the Name of his Pomer? 
Nor can this harſh and forced Expoſition of the Form of Bap- 
tiſm be juſtify'd from the Ifraelites being ſaid to be Baptiz'd into 
Moſes. If indeed they cou'd produce us ſome ſuch Form as 
this, by which the {ſraelites were in the ſame federal Rite, Bap- _ 
ti d into the Name of God and the Name of Moſes, This wou'd _ 
give ſome countenance to their Interpretation. Till then, we 
muſt tell em, being Baptix d into Moſes, is not the ſame thing 
with being Baptized into his Name, and much leſs in conjuncti- 
on with that of the Father and the Holy Spirit, and that in the 


? higheſt and moſt important act of Devotion imaginable. _ 


And for the Lord's-Supper, We know 'tis the principal De- 


ſign of it to honour our Bleſſed Saviour by a grateful comme- 
moration of his dying Love, by the exerciſe of a lively Faith 
in him, By a renewed Dedication of our ſelves to him as our 
Lord-Redeemer, and by a publick Aſcription of endleſs Glory 


and Dominion to him in conjunction with the Father. So that 


our Bleſſed Lord Fe ſus is molt eminently the Object of that Ho- 
wage and Devotion winch this Holy Inſtitution calls for. And 


can any ſerious Chriſtian doubt whether the Celebration of it 


be an Act of divine Worſhip? It was probably in the primitive 
Church one ſtated part of the Worſhip of every Lord's day, 
and was always accounted as truly a part of the divine Worſhip 
they celebrated, as any other act of Devotion whatſoe ver. 
And for External Acls of Worſhip, We are as ſure that our 


Pleſſed Lord did upon all occaſions receive em without the 


3 
: 
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leaſt check or caution to thoſe that gave em. He ſaid not to 


thoſe that fell at his feet and worſhip'd him as the Apoſtle Pe- 


ter did to Cornelius, Stand up, for my ſelf alſo am a Man, x Act. 


25, 26. Or as the Angel to St. John; See thou do it not, Worſhip 


God, xix Rev. 10. xxii. 9. Tho many did thus worſhip him 


not only during his Life, but his Diſciples did it joyntly after 
his Reſurreftion, and upon his Aſcenſion, See xxiii Mat. -17. 
xxiv Lhe 52. And if any ſhou'd pretend, That our Lord did 


not 
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| ; not reprove theſe Worſhippers, becauſe they intended only to.- 


pay him the Reſpect due to an Eminent Prophet, but not the 


Worſhip due to God, Yet ſure according to their Opinion, our 
Lord ought in all reaſon to have reprov'd and caut ion d Thomas 


againſt the Exceſs of his Devotion, when in ſuch a rapture of 
Teal he cry d out to him, My Lord and My God, xx John 28. 


But our Saviour is fo far from cenſuring his Devotion as irre- 
gular and exceſſive, that on the contrary he approves and com- 


mends hrs Faith at v. 29. 


And ſure I need not not go about to prove, That to give ſuch = | 
Divine Worſhip to our Lord Je ſus was the Univerſal Practiſe ot |} 
the Chriſtian Church in it's firſt and pureſt Ages as well as 

in all ſucceeding Ones. Inſomuch as thoſe of the third Age 
inſiſt upon this as one great Argument to prove, That the Deity | 

_ of Chriſt was the Belief of the to fore-going, viz, That our 


Lord Feſus had always been the Object of the Worſhip of the 


_ Chriſtian Church, even while they openly profes'd to Worſhip | 


God alone. 5 = 
And no wonder, that our L. Ic ſu ſhou'd be the Object of the 


_ worſhipof the Chriſtian Church, when the Angels of God (that Hea- | 
venly Hoſt) are required to pay the like Homage to him. For ſo 
we are told by the Inſpired Writer to the Hebrews, I Heb. 6. When 


Cod broaght his only begotten Son into the World, he ſaid, Let all the 


Angel of God Worſhip him. And for thoſe Unitarian Writers, j 


it 


that tell us, This paſſage is cited from xcvii Pſ. 7. which is no 
way intended by the Pſalmi/* concerning Chri, but uſed by 


8 him wholly on another occaſion; they do in effect tell us, That 


according to their judgment, The Inſpired Writer miſtook the ſenſe 
of em, and quoted em when they were no way for his purpoſe, 


And for thoſe of their Writers that tell us, This Paſſage is not 


taken out of the Pſalms, but out of xxxii Deut. 43 where the 


Septuagint has theſe words, Let all the Angels of God worſhip bim; 


and that this Paſſage refers only to Iſrael, the meaning of it 


being only this, Let all the Angels of God miniſter for the good of - 


Fi, People Iſrael, 1 ſhall only obſerve, that if this be true, then 
this paſſage is quite impertinent to the ſcope of the Inſpired 
Writer. For if Worſhipping one be only Miniſtring to him (as 


it muſt be if the Angels are faid to worſhip 1ſ-ael : Then it 


can no way inter the Superiority of Chriff above Angels, that 


they are required to worſhip him in this Senſe, i. e. to Miniſter | 


o him, Angels thus minifter to us, who are Heirs of Salvation; 


But this no ways proves our Superiority to cm; Much leſs 
=; wou'd 


3 020%) -. . 
w ou d it juſtify any one's ſaying, that they are obliged to vor- 
And as the H: Scriptures thus require us to pay Divine Worſhip 


to our B. Saviour, ſo they aſcribe to him thoſe Divine Perfſeftions 
and that ſupreme Dominion that are the ſolid ground of it. 


One ground of Divine Worſhip reſults from the Tranſcenden: : ; 7 


Perfettions of the great object of it, ſuch as his Omnipreſence, his 


* Omniſcience, his boundleſs Goodneſs and Almighty Power : Now 


_ theſe are in the Scriptures aſcribed to our B. Lord. He is re- 


preſented as ah wn in all Chriſtian Aſſemblies, Even where two 

oer three are gathered together in his Name, He is in the midſt of 
em, Matth. xviii. 20. He is repreſented as taking up his Abode 

in the Soul of every ſincere Chriſtian, Fohn xiv. 23. He is de- 


{cribed as Knowing all things, nay as Searching the very Heart: 
and the Reins of every particular Member that belongs to his 
Church, John xxi. 17. Rev. ii. 23. He is repreſented as doing 


Ul hatever things the Father does, as able by his mighty working 10 i 4 


ſuhdue all things to himſelf. He is deſcribed, As the Lord over all, 
* ho rich unto all that call upon him, Rom. x. 12. Nay the Kiche; 
of his Goodneſs are Unſearchable, and in him all fulneſs dwells, 
even all the fulneſs of the Godhead, that of his fulneſs we may re- 
ceide Grace for Grace, Epheſ. iii. 8. Col. i. 19. John 1. 16. 

Another ground of Divine Worſhip 18 God's Supreme Dominion 


And as that is founded both on the Right of Creation and Conti- A 
nual Preſervation, And the ſuperadded Right of Redemption. sc 


the H. Scriptures aſcribe to our B. Lord a Sovereign Dominion 
founded on both theſe Titles. To him they attribute, as I have 


already proved, Both the Mating and the Upholding of all things. 


And to prove, That they attribute the glorious Work of Ke- 


demption to him, were to tranſcribe a conſiderable part of the 


New Teſtament. 


I have the more largely inſiſted on this Head, both to ſhevw, 77 
That we ate far from going upon light and raſh Grounds in 


that Divine Worſhip we give to our B. Saviour, having thc 
whole Current of the New Teſtament on our ſide, as well as 


the Univerſal Practice of the Chriſtian Church; and to com- 


vince every ſerious Chriſtian Reader, that this Controverſy is not 
about a meer Speculative Point in which practical Religion 13 
little concerned, but about a Truth of great Moment and Con- 
ſequence, the Denial whereof 1s highly injurious to the Ho- 


nour of our B. Saviour, by taking away the only ſolid Ground 


of that Divine Homage and Devotion we pay to him. But this leads 
me to the next Head I propos d, viz. 
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(d.) Volkelius de vera Relig. I. 5. cap. 29. 


C.iig) -: 


1 Thirdly, To conſider what Worſhip our Adver ſariet, and par- 
ticularly the Author do allow him; and upon vrhat grounds 


they do ſo. 5 55 — 
Now as to this Point of the Worſhip due to our B. Saviour, 
the Oppoſers of his Deity are greatly divided among theni- } 


_ ſelves. 


It was this that occaſion d ſo ſharp Diſputes betwen Hein, | 


on the one hand, and Franciſcus Davidis and Chriſtians Franken 


on the k.. F e = 
Socinus thought all thoſe Paſſages of Scripture which men- 


tion the Invocation of Chriſt, and atcribe ſuch an Univerſal Au- 
_ thority and Power to him (i. e. that make him a God by Office or 


Deputarion) were ſufficient Warrant for giving him Divine 
And accordingly Sci uus ſpeaks of the opinion of thoſe 


_ Worſhip. 
that {enied Divine Worſhip to ow Saviour as a moſt filthy and 
_ pernicious Error, that led to 


to Fudaiſm, and was in effect, The 
Denying of Chriſt, and tending 19 Epicuriſm and Atheiſm, Nay 
he goes ſo far as to tell us, never knew any good and pious Man 
of that Opinion (a) Smalcius reproaches em as Perſons of little 
Underſtanding, and pufft up with a Femiſh Spirit, (b.) Nay elſe- | 
where ſaith They are no Chriſtians. Niemojevins cenſures them 
as ignorant of Chriſt, who had never taſted how good and kind the 
Lord is, Nay tells us, They are Pſenudo-Chriſtians or Luckwarns 


Ones not built on Chriſt as lively Stones, (c.) Vollelius largely Þ 
proves ſuch Divine Worſhip to be due to him, (d.) And Wol- | 


⁊ogenius aſſerts, It may be juſtly ſaid, That they do not honoar the 


Father, who deny the Divine Honour of Adoration to Chriſt as he 


i Man, For we have (ſaith he) demonſtrated that Divine Nor- 
ſhip which is due to the Father, is alſo due to Chriſt. (e.) a,” 


On the other hand, Fanciſcus Davidis, Chriſtians Franken, 


Glirius and others deny d that any ſuch Divine Worſhip ſhou'd { 


be given to him, being plainly inconſiſtent with the fir? com- 
mand ment, and. highly injurious to the Honour of God, 


M Nor 


2 


1 


(2.) Socin, Op. Tom. 2. p. 773. 
(b.) Smalcius de Divin. J. Chrifti, tap. 24. 
(e.) Socin. Op. Tom. 1. P. 398. and Tom. 2. p. 466, 


(e.) Wolzog. in 4 Matth. 10. 5 Fobn 23. 24. 
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| Now let us conſider, What our late Unitarians think of this 
Diſpute, and what their own Sentiments and Practice are in 


reference to it. 5 5 
They do indeed tell us, “ Some Worſhip is due to the 


Lord Chriſt. And therefore they diſtinguiſh between Civil 
„ Worſhip due from Men to one another K 


| eligious Worthip 
“given on the account of a Perſon's Holineſs er Relation to God, 


which as to the degree may bs mure or leſſer, as their Sancti) or 
 & Relation to God is greater or leſſer; and this ſort of Worſhip | 
(they tell us) is due to Holy Men and Women, to the Miniſters | | 
© of God, yet more to Prophets, and above them to glorify d 
Angels and Saints: And Divine Worſhip which belongs | 
only to God. And this (they tell us) confifts in Reſigning ou. 


« Underſtanding to whatever he reveals, And O that they wou'd 


more conſcientiouſly pay this part of Worſhip due to him !) and in 3 
« Reſigning our Wills and Delires to what he decrees and 


docs, and in giving up our Affections to love him above all. 


It conſiſts moreover in ſuch External Atts and Significations of 
 * Reverence and Love, as ne reſerve only for him, and never give 


£ 10 any other. 


Accordingly, They tell us, « Ny Texts of Scripture prove, That 


© the Lord Chritt ought to be worſhip'd with more than 4 Civil, or 


Religious Worſhip. And there are no acts of Worſhip requir d to 


he paid to him, but ſuch as may be paid to a Civil Power, To 4 


« Perfon in High Dignity and Office, or to Prophets and Holy 


Men, or to ſuch as are actually poſſeſt of the heavenly Beati- 


© tudes. See 2d Collect. of-Tratt. Anſw. to Mr. Milb. 49, 50. 
And the lame Writer relating the Diſpute between Socinus and 


his Opponents, mentions the Anſners his Opponents gave to his 
Arguments without offering any Reply to em. On the contrary 
he endeayours to thew, That Scinzs's Opinion about praying 19 
Chri# was inconſiſtent with his Office as Mediator. But yet he 
endeavours to clear it from the charge of Hlolatr), becauſe he ſup- 
poſes, they may Pray to Chri# without aſcribing Omniſcience 01 


Ommipotency to him. And upon the whole he ſuppoſes they Re 


ſhou d in this difference bear with one another's Opinion and 
Practice. tion 

- To the ſame purpoſe, The Author of the Letter concerning the 
Unitarians, blames the Polonian Unitarians or Socinians, who ex- 
communicated. and depos d from their Miniſtry ſuch of their 
own Party, as deny'd that Chrift might be Pray d to, or Worſhip d 
3h Divine Worſhip, Aud he commends the Moderation of the 
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e 5 
Haran Unitarians, who admitted to the Miniſtry and to 
Profeſſors Places, ſuch as rejected the Iuvocation and Adoration of 
Chrif?, only obliging em under their Hands, that they ſnoud 


” not openly oppoſe it in their Sermons and Lectures. And accord- | 
' ingly he alledges their Arguments againſt Worſhipping our {| 


Saviour, and anſwers ſome of the Texts alledg'd by others. 
And whereas the late Archbiſhop Tillot ſon had inſiſted on this 
Argument for the Deity of Chriſt drawn from the Divine Worſhip 


due to him, His Anſwerer tells us roundly, “ They hade wrate 1 
4 20 Books theſe laſt {ons Years, in which they have not been care: 
ul to profeſs to all the World, That a ike Honour and Worſhip 
' Wa mach leſs the ſame) is not to be given to Chriſt, as mult be 
given to Gd. | „„ 


So that upon the whole, We may juſtly place our preſent 


Dnitarians among thoſe that deny Divine Worſhip to our Bleſſed Þ} 
| Saqvioar, and that allow him no other Worſhip than what (as 


ttheinſelves tell us) may be paid to a Perſon in High Dignity and 


1 nate, independent Deity, nithout a 2 — Affront, becauſe tis not | 
© the moſt Excellent. From whence 


Office, to Prophets, or Holy Men, or ſuch as are actually poſſeſs'd of 
the Heavenly Beatitudes, (i. e. To glorify'd Saints). . 
As to our Author he does not ſeem at firſt view fo very clear 
in delivering his Sentiments about it as might be expected. He 
faith indeed, There is no Inſtance of Supreme Divine Worſhip gi= | 
Den ultimately to Chriſt in Scripture. And ſo far the Socimians |} 
_ - themſelves will agree with him. For tho they aſſert, That 
truly Divine Worſhip muſt be paid him, yet they allow not him, 
but only the Father to be the Ultimate Object of it. And fay, | 
hat the Divine Worſhip paid to him does finally redound to 
the Glory of the Father, who has admitted him to a Participa- 
tion of his own Honour. And yet there are other Expreſſions, 


which ſeem to import, That our Author entirely falls in with 


_ * thoſe late Unitarians, who deny any Divine Worſhip to be due 
do our B. Saviour. For he tells us, © The Worſhip paid to him 
„being grounded upon derived and borrowed Excellency, is not ſu- 


„ 
. 


, premely Divine, and cannot he offer d to the Infinite, Self-Origi- 


* the think we may ſafely con- 
clude, That our Author does not allow Divine Worſhip to our 
B. Saviour. For ſure it were moſt abſurd to call that Worſhip | 


Divine, which we cannot offer to the B. God, without affront- 


ig him, and (as our Author adds) without mingling Reproach with 
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1 ſhall therefore in order to the bringing the Debate of this 
Argument to an iſſue, e 

I. Conſider what the Aathor has offer d againſt our Giving Di- 
vine Worſhip to our Bleſſed Saviour. en or 


II. Examine the Groands our Adver {ries go upon in the Wor- 


up they allow to our B. Saviour. 


I ſhall conſider what the Author has offer d againſt our Gi- | 


ing Divine Worſhip to our B. Saviour. 


And the great Argument he inſifts on, is, © Becauſe the Wor- 
„ ſhip given to him is grounded on derived and borrowed Excellency, | © 


* which therefore is not ſupremely divine, nor can be offer d to the 
infinite Self-originate, independent Deity, without a great Affront, 


45 not being the moſt Excellent, 1 Mal. 14. To praiſe an indepen- | 
another, ſup- | 


dent God for Honour and Power granted to him by 
<« poſes a Falſhood, and mingles Reproaches with Praiſe. 


Anſw. If the Author mean by derived and borrow'd Excellency, _ 
ſuch Excellency as the Supreme God communicates to a dignifyd _ 
Creature, I deny that the Wor/hip which the Scriptures require 
us to pay to Chriſt is grounded upon any ſuch derived or borrow d _ 


Excellency. Tis founded, as I have thewn on the Divine Per- 
fettions that are aſcribed to him, and on that Right of Creation 


and Redemption that can belong to no meer Creature how dignt- © 


jy ſoever. 


So if our Author mean by Power granted to our Saviour by ano 

ther, any Strength or Might, or Authority which does not orig: 
_ nally belong to any Divine Nature our Lord is poſſeſs d of, and 

is only beſtowed on him as a dignifyd Creature by God as his 


Creator, ] deny that the Scriptures aſſign any ſuch Ground of tl 


= 


Worſhip they require us to give to our B. Lord. | 


And accordingly, I ſhall carefully examine what our Au 


has allede'd to prove what he aſſerts, That the Worſhip given 


him in Scripture is grounded on ſuch derived or borrowed Excel 


lency „&c. 3 | 
5 To this purpoſe he argues: 


« Thus our Lord requires Baptiſm (if that be an Act of immed- 
ate proper Worſhip) in his Name, becauſe All Power in Heave | 


£c 


© and Earth is committed to him. = 
' Any. I cannot well underſtand why our Author ſhould maße 
a Doubt of Baptiſm's being an Act of immediate proper Worthip 


Did any Chrittian before him ever doubt of its being a Sac 
Kite, by which the Perſon baptiz'd is ſolemnly dedicated“ 
that B. God, into whoic Name h. is baptiz d? And 18 0 
5 uch 
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uch a Dedication the higheſt and moſt ſolemn Act of Dcvotio" 
that a Creatare can pay to its abſolute Owner and Lord? So that 
I cannot ſee why our Author ſhou'd queſtion it, unleſs he bt 
| afraid, that the Granting it will ſtrengthen the Argument we 
_ draw from thence for the paying the ſame Divine Worſhip to the 
Son and H. Spirit, as we pay to the Father. But the Author 
tells us, © That Chriſt therefore requires Baptiſm in his Name, be- 
| © cauſe all Power in Heaven and Earth is given hm. 
Anſu. Our B. Lord alledges al! Power in Heaven and Earth be- 
ing given him, as the Ground of his ſending out his Apoſtles to 
„240 and diſciple all Nations, to whoſe Faith and Obedience he 
had a juſt Claim. And when he faith, A Power in Heaven i 


and Earth is given io me, He does not mean (as our Author ſup- 
poſes) that he had no ſuch Original Power or Authority over 
FPaäarth and Heaven belonging to himſelf : For it did always 
belong to that Divine Nature he is poſſeſs d of, and is the inſe- 
pParable Reſult of that Mr of Creation, which I have ſhewn, 
that the Scriptures aſcribe to him. But that the ſole Exerciſe 
bol this Power is now devolv'd into his hand, and that he in 
the quality of Mediator is the ſole Adminiſtrator of the Divine 
_ Kingdom; This is the Father's voluntary Gift, and this out 
Lord intends, when he ſaith, All Power in Heaven and Earth is 
 glven to me, But this does by no means imply, That the Worſhip F 


= 
us Of our Lord is founded on ſuch a borrow'd Power as may be l 
gi communicated to a dignified Creature : But on the contrary, |} 
4 hat tis founded on the Authority that originaly belongs to the | 
his © Divine Nature of our B. Saviour, tho the ſole Exerciſe of it be 
the © by a voluntary Diſpenſation committed to him. Even among 
Men, two or more may be poſſeſs d of the fame ſupreme Au- 
bu thority, and yet the ſole Adminiſtration be in the hands of one. 
_ We had an Inſtance of this in the late Reign, when the Crown RF} 


reel Vas ſettled on that illuſtrious Pair K. William and Q. Mary, | 

and yet the ſole Adminiſtration was in the King's hands. This 

is ſome Illuſtration of what I am here aſſerting, That tho the 

A Father and the Son are poſſeſs d of the fame Authority, yet the 

e ſole Adminiſtration of the Divine Kingdom during this preſent | 
8 State of Things, may be by the Father's Conſent in the hands of 
make the Sn. I know indeed, That we muſt not ſtrain ſuch Com- 


"WS; 


-(hip. pariſons in our Application, ſo as to conceive of the Father and 


_— the Syn as two diſtinct and ſeparate Beings. But yet as their 

= E of the ſame Divine Nature does not take away 

5 nil 2 chat difference and diſtinction between em, which is more than 
auc TH : nominal, 


V 


nominal, ſo ſuch Examples may help us to conceive the more 


. caſily of ſuch a voluntary Diſpenſation. 


Again, Our Author argues. 5 „ 
Thus we muſt honour the Son (as truly, not as greatly) 


4“ 25 we honour the Father, becauſe the Father hath committed 


c or given all Judgment to him, John v. 22, 23. 


 Anſ». The Text ſaith, That we mf? honour the Son as we Honour 
the Father. And theſe words (as truly but not as greatly) are only 
the Authors preſumptuous and groundleſs Addition. Socinus 
his Follower; did from theſe very words juſtly conclude, that Di- 
vine Worſhip muſt be given to our Saviour. For to give him only | 

an inferior Religious Reſpect ſuch as we may give to a Prophet, | 


or to a glorify d Saint, or a moſt dignify'd Creature, is not to ho- 
nour him as we honour the Father at all. For to offer ſuch Honour 


to the Father were to offer him the higheſt Indignity and Afront, 
and to Reproach inſtead of Praiſing him, as the Author well ob- 


ſerves: So that we cannot Honour him as we Honour the Father, 


without giving him the ſame kind of Worſhip. And the Rea- 
fon of our thus Honouring the Son which is there aſſign'd, viz. 


Becauſe the Father judges no Man, but has committed all Fudgment 
to the Son, is ſo far from implying, That we muſt not give him 
the ſame Honour or Worſhip as we give the Father, that it implies 


the quite contrary. For becauſe the Divine Government is in 


his hands, ſo that he is the final Judge of all, and the ſole Ar- 


diter of our Eternal Happineſs or Miſery ; therefore truly Di- 
fi mine Honour is due to him. And that this Judgment is committed 


20 him, does not import, as I have already ſuggeſted, That the 
Right of Judging the World did not originally belong to that Di- 
vine Nature he is poſſeſs d of; but only, that the Sole 01 7 
of it being in his Hands, is the Reſult of a voluntary Diſpenſa- 


tion. And by the way J may obſerve, in confirmation of this 


Expoſition, That tho the Aan Chriſt Fe ſus ſhall be employ'd in 


judging the World, yet the Scriptures do alſo aſcribe it to God, 
and aſſert, That the Lord himfelf will be Fudge, That every Kn:c 


\þ 12 ſhall bow to him, That before him all the Dead, ſmall and great ſhall 
''' ffand. And yet we are expreſly told, The Father judges no Man, 


but has committed all Judgment to the Son? So that God judges 
the World, when the S judges it. Nay tis obſervable, That 


the Apoſtle Paul proves, That we ſhall all ſtand before the Fuds- 


ment-Seat of Chriſt, from theſe words of the Prophet, 1/a. xlv. 


23. As I live (ſaith the Lord) Every Knee ſhall bow to me, and © 1 


every Tongue (hall confeſs to God. Now if the Apollle's reaſon- 
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(119) 
ing be juſt, our Saviour muſt be that Fehovah, and that God, be- 
fore whom the Prophet had foretold that every Knee ſhoud bow e 
For otherwiſe it wou'd no way follow, that becauſe Every Knee 
ſhou'd bow to God, That we mußt therefore all ſt and before the Fudg- 
»rent-Seat of Chriſt. So that without ſuppoſing him to be G0 l, 

we mult ſuppoſe the Apoſtle to alledge that as a proof of his 


A Aﬀertion, from whence it cou'd be no way juſtly inferr'd. 


Again, the Author argues, © Thus at the Name of Jeſus muſt 


Ef every Knee bow, and every Tongue confeſs him to be Lord, becauſe 
| © 4 a Reward of his Obedience God has given him a Name above 
c every Name; and tis added, That all this Homage is ulti- 
| © mately to the Glory of the Father. Os 


_ Anſw. To make this Argument of any force againſt Giving 


Divine Worſhip to our B. Saviour, the Author muſt prove, That 


this Text ſpeaks only of fuch a Dominion as belongs to Chriſt, as 


2 meer dignify'd Creature, and makes that the ſole Foundation of 
the Worſhip that is to be given him. But this I deny. On the 
Contrary, That every Knee ſhou'd bow, and every Tongue confeſs to 
um, proves him to be that very Gad whom the Prophet Eſ 
- __ ſpeaks of in the forecited place, xlv. 23. And indeed the for- 
mer Verſe plainly appropriates that Honour to the true God. 
Look unto me, and be ye ſaved all the ends of the Earth, For Iam | 
God, and there is none elſe, I have ſworn by my ſelf, &c. Tha to 
me every Knee ſhall bow, &c. See v. 22, 23. And yet that the | 
ſole Exerciſe of the Divine Dominion, and an Authority over 
Angels themſelves thou'd be committed to the Incarnate Son of 
God as Mediator, is the Gift of the Father, and the Renard of that 
Obedience that our Sæviour had paid in his Humane Nature. 
And our Actnomledgment and Subjection to that Dominion does re- 


dound to the Glory of the Father, whoſe Good- pleaſure it was to 


reward the tranſcendent Love of the Sn to us, by this Conſti- 
tution, That he the Father ſhou'd judge no Man, but all Fudg- 
dit nt | FER | | | 
But the Author adds, © So that however there may be the ſame 


ſhould be committed to the Son. 


* common External Acts or Words, ( ſuch «as bowing the Knee, and 


„ ſaying Glory and Praiſe, 8c.) uſed to God and the Mediator. A: 


& alſo in ſome Inſtances, they are given in common to ordinary Men; 


Let the mind of a rational Worſhipper will make a Diſtinction in 


B his inward Intention, as no doubt but thoſe devout Fews did, who 
In the ſame Att bowed their Heads, and worſhipped both God and 
1 the King, 1 Chron. xxix. 20. 1 


L 4 Anſw. 


— — EN meds — 
- 
ww = * 
= ——+— — 
22 — H— 


—— lt — 1 


once by the ſame individual Act of bowing is more than the 


1 Homage. The viſible difference of the Ohjecis does in this caſe | 
ſufficiently diſtinguiſh the Nature of the External Acts. But 


 dignify'd Creature whatever. And much leſs can he give us one 


together. Nay, for ſuch External Acts as Bowing or Proſtrati- 


and Honour, and Power to the one as to the other. 


( 120 | 


Anſw. For External Acts, ſuch as Bowing, Kneeling, no doubt we 


may uſe em to expreſs either Civil or Religious Worſhip. And 
wr thercfore the Fews might both bow to God, and after that turn 
and bow to the King, the one to expreſs their Religions Homage, the 


other their meer Civil Obeyſance. (For that they expreſs d both at 
Text aſſerts). And here, there was no danger of any ones mi- 
ſtaking this Reſpe& paid to the King for any other than Civil 


for Words, and particularly ſuch as the Author refers to, the ſay- 
ing, All Glory and Praiſe, or all Glory and Dominion be aſcribed 


20 ſuch 4 One for ever, We wou'd gladly ſee, what Inſtances te 
Author can give us in Scripture of ſuch Doxologies being ever ap- 


plied to ordinary Men, Nay or to the higheſt Angel, or the moſt 


Inftance in which God, and ſuch a Dignifyd Creature are join d 


on, we may obſerve with what extraordinary Caution bot! 


Good Men and Good Angels refus'd em, when they ſeem'd to be | 
given on any Religious account, tho they knew that thoſe who | d 
offer d em, never intended em as Acts of ſtrictly 5 
ſbip. St. Peter never ſuſpected Cornelius, nor the Angel St. John, 
of miſtaking either the one or the other for God, or of deſigning 
to worſhip either of em as God. Yet both expreſs d a Diſſike 


of the External Homage, becauſe given on a Religious account; 


and the latter adviſes St. ohn to appropriate all ſuch Externa! 
Religious Worſhip to God. And if our B. Saviour was no more 
truly God, than either St. Peter or the Angel (as our Author mult * 
ſuppoſe) he ſhould in all reaſon have been equally tender of the _ 
Divine Honour, and refuſed all External Acts that look d like 
Keligious Homage. Much more ſhould he have rejected with tbe 


utmoſt Abhorrence and Zeal the irregular Devotion of ſuch as 
joined him with the Father, in aſcribing the ſame endleſs Glory, 
For here there 
is extreme Danger of ſuch Do-xologies leading us into what they 
account a pernicious miſtake, even to judge the Father and the 
Syn equal in Eſſential Perfeftions, when the ſame Glory is aſcribed 


good Intention in the Worſhipper at all excuſe ſo groſs Imprudencc. | 


A Man may bow his Knee both to his Father and to his Prince. 


But ſhou d he compliment his Father with the ſame Royal 5 3 


Divine Mor- | "2 0 


to both in the fame Acts of ſolemn Devotion: Nor would a 


wt 
juſtify it by pretending, that as Rational Worſhippers they made 
à Diſtinction in their own Minds, and aſcribed this endleſs | 
Glory and Dominion to the one and to the other in a very dif- 
J OT TS eds 
Having thus vindicated the Divine Worſhip, we give to our 
B. Saviour, from the Author's Objettion, I proceed, 2 
II. To Examine the Grounds our Adverſaries go upon, in the | 
V Yorſhip they pretend to pay to him. 5 


5 
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tles he gives to his Prince, and that in his very preſence, no 

good Intention of making a Diſtinction in his own Mind, would 

excuſe his Indiſcretion; no more than the Fews would have been 

excuſable, if, when they bowed both to God and to the King, 

they had uſed the fame Doxology to both, and ſaid, Ts God and 
e 


King be Glory and Dominion for ever e and gone about to 


| Now tho they are all agreed in aſſigning the ſame Ground of 
the Worſhip paid to J. Chriſt, viz. That Authority they ſuppoſe | 
him advanc'd to as 4 end Creature, yet {ome of em think this | 
T1ving him Divine VVorſhip : others | 

think it does warrant only the Giving him an inferior Religious 


a ſufficient Ground for 


Morſhip, but not truly Divine. 


As to the former of theſe, there lies an obvious and inſuper- 


able Objection againſt their Practice, That to give Divine VVor- 
ſhip to a Creature hom dignifyd ſoever, of wp and plain Idol atry, if 


there be any ſuch thing in the VVorld. *Tis the Scriptural Notion 


the Creator, (a). And that they did Service (or Homage) to thoſe 


no other Gods before me, Exod. xx. 3. 


Now to avoid the Force of this Argument there are two things | 
| inſiſted on by the Socinians, which I ſhall briefly conſider. = 


Firlt, * They ſometimes tell us, they own Chriſt to be the true God, 


& as that is oppoſed to all falſe Gods, and that the moſt High God hath 


4 communicated both his Perfections of Power, Wiſdom, &c. and his 
Authority to him, and therefore his peculiar Honour and Worſhip too, 


that 
theſe in their proper ſenſe, or not. 


A 
1.8 
Th 
of 
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_ That this is a meer Evaſion will appear if we conſider, 
ther our Adverſaries take ſuch plauſible Expreſſions asf 
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of the 1dolatry of the Gentiles, That they ſerved the Ceature beſides [ 


that by Nature were no Gods, (b). And againſt this Idolaty we | 
are ſolemnly caution'd in the Firſt Command, Thon ſhalt have | 


Il! 
tl, 
1 p 
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If they take en, in their proper ſenſe, The meaning muſt be, 


15 


(e) Rom. i. 25, (0) Gal. iv. 8. 


that 


) 03: 
that the moſt High God has made the Man Chriſt Feſur, Almighty , 
Omniſcient and Supreme Lord of all. But this is impoſſible, and no [ 


better than horrid Blaſphemy. Tis to deify a Creature by af- 
ibing infinite Perfeftions to a finite Being, and ſetting it in the 
place of the molt High God. os LCD 8 
But if they mean no more, by the moſt High God communi- 
cating his Perfeclions of Power and Wiſdom to him, than that he 
employs his Power to execute what our Lord Jeſus would have 
to be done, and reveals to him all things he is concerned to 
know: and if they mean no more by his Communicating his Au- 
thority to him, than that he has plac'd him in the higheſt ſubordi- | 
nate Dignity : But that ill F.Chrif is no more by nature than | 
a Man, and no more poſſeſs d of any Divine Perfection, than 
Moſes when God wrought Miracles by him, or the Prophets when 
God revealed Secrets to em. (As they mult explain the matter 
if they will fpeak conſiſtently with themſelves) then this no | 
way takes off the Force of the Argument. For then ſtill F.Chri® | 
is by nature no God, He is a Creature, not the Creator: And to 
give him Divine Worſhip,while he is ſuch, is in the Language of 
the Scripture as manifeſt /dolatry as what the Apoſtles charge the 
r 5 My 
But this leads me to conſider their „ 
Second Plea for Giving Divine Worſhip to F. Chrift, tho they 
believe him to be no more than a Man, vis. That we Chriſtians 
1 have God's Command for doing it, which the Heathens never had 
bor the Objects of their Devotion. 
Jo ſhew the Abſurdity of this Plea, I need only ſuggeſt; 
1. That this Evaſion ſuppoſes the Notion of Aolatry to de- 
WH pend on a meer poſi:tve Command, and not on a Moral. 
if Whereas on the contary, Notion of Holatry is founded 
en the Nature of things. The evil and Malignity of it ariſes | * 
my from the manifeſt unreaſonableneſs and incongruity of giving — 
that Honour and Worſhip, which the infinite Perfettions and * 8 
Wi Supreme Authority of the only true God claim from his Crea: 
Wt tures, to a Being that is incapable of thoſe Perfectiont, or of tat 
Wy 4thoricy, There is ſuch an infinite Diſtance and Diſpropor- - WT. 
tion betwen the Bleſſed God, the Creator and Supreme Lord | 
of all, and the moſt excellent of his Greatares, how highly ſo- 
Jever dignify'd, That nothing can be more abſurd and repyg- 
WY nant to Reaſon it ſelf, than to give the Reſpect that belongs to 
chat Infinite and Sovereign Being, to any finite Being what ſoever. 
UW Tis molt apparently equal and juſt, that Beings fo ue 
| | 1e 
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different in their Nature ſhou'd be treated with the greateſt 
difference poſſible in the Reſpect that ſhou'd be paid to em. 


To give the Infinite God the fame Honour we give to a finite 


Being is (as the Author well argues, te offer: him the higheſt 
Indignity and Afﬀront. And to give his Worſhip to ſuch a finite 
Being is to Deiß it, and make an {del of it. So that God 
no more be ſuppos'd to command us to give his Worſhip to 
a Creature how highly dignify'd ſoever, then he can be ſup- 


pos d to command any other thing that is evidently abſard 
and unſutable to the Nature of things. So that our Adver- 
ſaries are reduc'd to a deſperate ſhift, when they are forc'd to 
deny the Morality of the firſt Command, which both the Fewiſh 
and Chriftian Church have always look'd upon as of indiſpen- 
ſible and perpetual Obligation. And if this be all that Socinus 
meant in charging his Brethren, who denied Divine Worſhip = 
to Chriſt, »ith Fudaiſm, viz, becauſe they look d on the Firſt 
of the Ten Commandments as Moral, They need not be a- 
ſham'd of the charge, but acted far more conſonantly to all 
ſound Reaſon in denying Divine Worſhip to Chriſt while they 
thought him no more then a digmify'd Man, than Socinus in 
giving it. And indeed while that Command ſtands in the 
Decalogue, or till the Socinians have clearly proved the Repeat 
of it, They will never reconcile their practice of ſetting up 
tuo ſeparate objects of Divine Worſhip, (One a God by Na- 
ture, the other a Man and a God only by Office ) with the 
Command, of having no other God before the Great Fehovah. 
Nor will they ever prove the Repeal of it, while thoſe words 
of our Saviour ſtand upon Record, iv Matth. 10. Thos ſhal: 
Worſhip the Lord thy God, and him only ſhalt thou ſerve. For they 


clearly demonſtrate that the obligation of the firſt Command 


is to us Chriſtians perpetual and never to be ſuperſeded. 


2. If this plea were allowable, the Apoſtle fixes his charge a- 
gainſt the Feathens upon a wrong Foundation. | 


He changes em as 1dolaters becauſe the Worſhip'd the Creature 
beſides the Creator, and becauſe they ſerved thoſe that by nature were 


n Gods, But if the Socinians be in the right, There is no harm 
in that at all. Becauſe if God pleaſe to require it, They may 
give his own Worſhip to a Creature that is by Nature ud more 
a God than thoſe the Gentiles worſhip'd. (And they themſelves 
ſuppoſe that the Apoſtle and the Chrittian Church gave it 
to J. ¶briſt, tho they apprehended him only to be a dignify'd 
Creature, and had God's Allowance and Command to do 10). 


He 


WM 
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He ſhou'd therefore have only charg d em with doing it 
without a warrant and command from the true God. Na 


| whereas the Heathens did many of em pretend, That their 


Inferiour Gods derived their Dignity from the Supreme, and 


; | had Divine honour pay d em by his Allowance, The Apottle 


ſhou'd have confuted this pretence. So that according to our 
Adverſaries Opinion and Practice, The Apoſtles makes that 


zheir Grime that might be cqually objected againf# himfelf and 
all other Chriſtians, nay ſuppoſes it a fin againſt the Light and 
Law of Nature, and not againſt any poſitive Command, As. is 


evident from 1 No. 25 v. compar'd with the foregoing. 


23. This Plea is inconſiſtent with God's own moſt expreſs 
Declarations. E Es 


So that while thoſe paſſages ſtand in the Bible, That God 


will not give his Glory to another, xlii IJ. 8. That the Gods that 


have not made the Heavens and the Earth ſhall periſh from 


the Earth, and from under theſe Heavens, x Fer. 11. (which _ 


Prediction plainly refers to the time of the Goſpel) We can 
never believe, That God gives his own Glory to a Dignify'd Man 
and ſets up one to be worſhipd as a God that was fo far from 
mating the Heavens and the Earth, that according to the Hcini- 


ant he did not exif} till about 1700 years ago. Nay we can 
never look upon the great Fehovah to be as fo frequently 
declares himſelf, jealous in the matters of his own Worſhip, 


if he admit a Creature to be his Competitor or Aſſociate in it. 
17 ˙» » rn ge 
But becauſe the Author ſeems rather to fall in with thoſe 
Unitarians that deny Divine Worſhip to our B. Saviour, I ſhalt 
proceed to conſider 3 OD 
The Opinion of thoſe Unitarians who think that the Emi- 
nent Dignity and Power Jeſus Chriſt is advanced to is a ſuf- 
ficient Ground for giving him an inferiour Religious Worſhip, tho 
not that worſhip which is properly Divine. 
And againſt this J have theſe two things offer. 
I. If what has been produc'd from Scripture to prove that 


Wi truly divine Worſhip belongs to our Bleſſed Saviaur, and that * 


on the account of the truly divine Perfections he is poſſeſs d of, 
and of the Right he has to it by Creation and Redemption, hold 


good, Then theſe Unitarians who deny divine Worſhip to our 


Bleſſed Saviour are highly injurious to his Honour in refuſing 
to give it, and in putting him off with an inferiour fort of Wor- 
ſhip, even ſuch as themſelves tell us, may be paid to Civil 

„ | Poxer 


(123) 2 
Poxer, To a Perſon in high Office and Dignity, or to Prophets and 

| Holy Men, or to ſuch as are attually 175 d of the heavenly Bea- 
 ritudes, For if an Higher Worſhip be due to him, Thoſe that 
N give him only an inferibur Re ſpect, do really offer an Indignity and 

5 Affront to him; and their Worſhip ſuppoſes a falſhood, and min- 
ples Reproaches 1 Praiſe (To uſe the Author's Expreſſions), 


II. On the other hand, If our Bleſſed Lord be no more than | 
a Dignifyd Creature, Even the paying him any Religious Wor- 
ſhip at all, does entrench upon the peculiar Honour of God; 
and is an Invaſion of his incommunicable Rights 
, Io make good this charge, I ſhall endeavour to ſhew, That 
the Scriptures appropriate all Religious Worſhip to God, and al- 
lou of no inferior Religious Worſhip to be given to a Creature. 
And that the Giving a Religious Worſhip tho inferiour to F.Chriſt | 
on ſuppoſition of his being only a dignify'd Crearure, will ju- 
ſtify both Pagans and Papiſts in that Demon-Worſhip which the 
Scripture condemn... 5 i on dll | 
1 1. The Scriptures apppropriate all Religious Worſhip to God, | 
© and allow of no ixferiour Religious Worthip to be given to a 
1 Gem.... . VTV 
EC e Wore (as oppos'd to Goil) I underſtand || 
: ſuch Worthip as the Religion we profeſs, directs us to pay 
| to ſome Inhabitant of the Inviſible V//orld. Now according to i 
23 the Chritian Religion, all Worſhip paid to an Inhabitant of 
the Inviſible World, is God's incommunicable due, and is in 
1 the nature of it truly Divine Worſhip, whatever the Intention 
' of thoſe that give it may be. And this will appear if we dus || 
= ly conſider, What all Worſhip paid to an Inhabitant of the Indi- 
ſible World ſuppoſes in the nature of the Action it ſelft. Now || 
3 it plainly ſuppoſes the Being to whom we pay ſuch Worſhip || 
do be preſent nith us, To underſtand the Homage we pay to him, 
1 nay to know not only our particular caſe and circumſtances, but even 
8 our very hearts, and with what inward Intentions and Aﬀections ne 
dlter ſuch Honour and Reſpect io him. To pray to ſuch an Invi-| 


- _» ſible Being ſuppoſes that he can both hear and help us, and that 
„ he can judge of the ſincerity of our Devotions, Now ſuch an Un- 
d i limited Knowledge of humane Affairs and Dominion over em, Eſpe- 
2 cially ſuch a Knozledge of the hearts of Men, and ſuch a pre- 
g Pence with all Worſhippers where-ever they are, are Perfections that 
belong to no Inhabitant of the Inviſible World but the Bleſſed | 
i Hod. And tis becauſe all Religions Worſhip does iin the nature 


7 
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7 

[ 
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vf the act (whatever be the Intention of the Worſhipper) aſcribe 
ſuch Perfections to the Object of it, That God has appropriated all 
ſuch Religious Worſhip to himſelf, and excluded all other Iahabi- 
rants of the Inviſible World from it. The Author, I preſume, 
will not deny that the Feng underſtood this to be the true im- 
port and ſenſe of the Fir/# Command, Thou ſhalt hade no other 
Gods before him. They paid no Religious Homage to any other 
Inhabitant of the Inviſible World, as reckoning 1t contrary to 
this firſt and greateſt Precept of the Decalogue. And *tis no 
leſs certain that the Qriſtian Church, in it's firſt and pureſt Ages, 
were of the ſame Judgment, and diſclaim'd on this very Ac- 
count, The giving Kelig ious Worſhip to any but God (a). (As I 


Origen, Clemens Alexandrinus, and othiers, if hat matter were 
conteſted). And the Judgment both of the Fewiſh and Chriſtian 
church in this point, is abundantly confirm'd by our Bleſſed 
Saviour himſelf : For he plainly declares his own Sentiments of 
the latitude and extent of this Command, when he repell'd 
the Devil's Temptation to fall down and worſhip him with 
this Anſwer. *T:s written, tho ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy 
God, and him only ſhalt thou ſerve, Matth. iv. 10. For whe- 
ther we ſuppoſe our Saviour to refer to the words bf the Fir? 
Command, or to thoſe Parallel Paſſages, Deut vi. 13, 14: Deut. x. 
20. Tis evident, that he has determin'd this to be the Senſe 
of em, That all Religious Worſhip and Homage muſt be given only 
to God. And whereas they would evade this plain Decla- 
ration by pretending that ſuch Prohibitions of Worſhipping any = 
other but God, mult be underſtood of that Supreme and Abſolute 

Worſhip, that is due only to God, but not of an Iaferiour and Re- 
lative Worſhip, which may (as they pretend) be given to a Dig- 
nify'd Creature : The Vanity of this Evaſion appears from this 
obvious Conſideration, That if this pretence would hold, our 
Will Saviour's Anſwer would no way repel the Force of the Devils 
Wil: Temptation. For the Devil did not claim Supreme and truly 
Bl: Divine Worſhip ; But ſuch an Inferior Reſpect as was due to one, 
who was conſtituted a God over this lower World, and to whom a 
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Live it to whom he mon d. Nay he demands only a Kelative Wor- - 
1 Up; 


* . * 9 8 
1 - ** TTY a 5 
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(4) The Learned Reader may ſee this fully prov'd by Dr. Whitby in 
his Traſtatua de Deitate Chriſti, p. 92, 93, 94, Ge. 


might eaſily ſnew by numerous Citations from Fuſtin Martyr, | 


FPoner over all the Kingdoms of it was deliver d, ſo that he coud | © 


(127) 


ſhip, which ultimately referr d to the Honour of the Giger, See 


Luce iv. 6. And accordingly he offer d it to our Lord Jeſus on 
TCondition of his falling down before him. Now our B. Saviour 


does not alledge as a Reaſon of his Rejecting his Propoſal, That 
the Devil did but falſely pretend to any ſuch Power, All the Power 


he had being only by Uſurpa:ion and Divine Syfferance for wife = 
and holy Ends. (Tho' he might juſtly have alledg d this, and 
ſhou'd in all Reaſon, according to our Adverſaries, have inſiſted |} 
on this ground for repelling the Temptation). But he rejects it 


by telling him, he demanded nhat was due to God alone, and was 


his incommunicable Right; And what Satan cou'd lay no claim |} 
to, had his pretenſions of ſuch a Power being deliver'd to him, 
| been never ſo true. But now according to the Author's Opint= |} 
on, Our B. Saviour miſapplies this paſſage from the Old Tefta= _ 

ment. For it wou'd not follow, That becauſe we mult or- 


ſhip and ſerve God only (i. e.) with Szpreme abſolute Vorſbip) 


That we may not therefore fall down to, and pay an Inferior Res 
ligious Worſhip to a Creature whom God humſelf has exalted to 
high Dignity and Office. For according to them, tis upon Uhg 


very ground, that we muſt pay Religious VVorſhip to our B. Sa- 


viour himſelf, and the Devil here deſired it on no other ground. 


> So that if this DiſtinCtion of Religions Vor ſpip into Supreme and 
Iuferior, Abſolute and Relative be allowable, and we may give 


| J the latter to a Dignify'd Creature, provided we reſerve the for- 


mier for God: Our Saviour here gave a very weak inſufficient 
Anſner, and the Devil was a weaker Diſputant, that cou'd not 


2} enforce his Temptation by the uſe of ſo obvious a Diſtinftion. 


Whereas if the words our Lord cites do appropriate all Religious 
V7 orſhip to God, then indeed they are every way fit to ſilence 


the Tempter, by ſhewing the Unlanfulneſs of what he demand- 


cad, even tho' his Pretenſions had been never ſo true, Nay, tis 


obſervable, That to the Paſſage, which our Saviour cites out of 


the Pentateuch, he himſelf has added this Excluſive Particle ozly. 
MAoſes had ſaid, Thou ſhalt fear the Lord thy God, and ſerve him. 


And our Lord, to render theſe words more forcible againſt the 


Devil's Temptation, cites em thus, Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord 
thy God, and him only ſhalt thou ſerve So that if we will ſtand 
to his Determination, theſe words do appropriate all Religioxs 
* FVorſhip to God, and ſuppoſe the Giving it to 4 Creature (tho 
only on the account of a Power or Authority derived from him, 


and therefore Inferior and Relative) to be a Violation of the Di- 
vine Law. | 


2, The 


2. The giving Religious Y Vorſbip to Feſas Chriſt, tho only In- 


| feriour and Relative, on the ſuppoſition of his being only a Dig- | 
nify'd Creature, will clear both Pagans and Papiſis in their YVor- 


ſhip of Creatures, from the Charge of Mdolatry. - 


IS were no Gods, Gal. iv. 8. 
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manag d againſt em by thoſe Fathers that wrote in Defence of 
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_ © Diſpenſers of. (a) hs ” | 
Now tis manifeſt, That theſe their Sentiments concerning 
their Inſeriour Gods are very agrecable to thoſe our late Unitari- |? 
ans entertain concerning our B. Saviour, whom they ſuppoſe to 
be only a Creature, but conſtituted a God, by being advanc'd to 


F Let us conſider, What the Heathens reply to this Charge, when 


— 


the Chriſtian Cauſe. 
I0o this purpoſe they alled „ 


« That thoſe Creatures they worſhip'd were dii medioxumi & 
inferioris notæ, a middle ſort of God's of inferiour Note, ade 


* 
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thoſe Benefits and Bleſſings 


1 


High Dignity by the Supreme God, who has therefore appointed 


him to be worſhip d; the Worſhip we pay to him redounding to 4 
the Glory of the Supreme God, from whom he derives his Pon- 
er, and on whom he depends for all the Dignity he enjoys. PB 


— 


8 
— — 


(a) Senec. Ep. 100. Juſtin, Mart. Exhort. ad Gr: p. 19, 22. Aug. 
de Civ. Dei l. 9. Co 3. J. 4. Co 9. 1. 8. C. 6. Lada. . 1. C. 50 Celſus 3 
ap. Orig. 1.8. p. 381. & 421. Hierocl. in Carm. Pyth. p. 9, 10, 18. 
Cell. ap. Orig. I. 7. p. 377. Plato in Phædro, p. 246. Apuleius de 
Dæm. Socr. Pe 45. Clem. Alex. Strom. J. 6. P. 63 1. : 
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The Apojile charges this Crime upon the Heathens, becauſe | 
they worſhip'd the Creature beſides the Creator, who is bleſſed for ever, | 
Amen, (i. e. who is the ſole Object of our Religious Adoration |! 
and Praiſe) Row. i. 25. and becauſe they ſerved thoſe that by Nature 


« and advanc'd to that rank of Gods, by the Supreme God, who |? 
was the God of Gods, the King of thoſe Gods, and Goddeſſes 
that depended on him for all the Dignity they enjoyd ; and that 
theſe inferiour Gods fell ſo far ſhort of the Supreme Deity, thar |? 
they were rather to be reckon'd among Men. That the Worſhip of |? 
theſe inferiour Gods tended to the honour of the Supreme, from 
ce whom they deriv'd this Dignity, and to whom it muſt needs be 
acceptable and pleaſing to pay em this reſpect. This Worſhip being 
agreeable to his Orders and Council, and given on the Accoun: | 
of that Power and Authority he has veſted em with, and o“ 

9 has made em the Conveyers and |* 


hes So. aw r 2 


EF 


Ha then will our Adverſaries juſtify the Apoſtle's charge ö 
againſt the Heathens without expoſing their own Cauſe. For | 


tis obvious, That the Heathens might retort on the Apoſtle, if | 
he were of the ſaine mind with our late Unitarians, How come 
you to reproach us with morſhipping a Creature beſide the Creator? 
Do not you worſhip ſuch a Creature too ? Do you not ſuppoſe 
him conſtituted a God by Office , and that the worſhip you 
give him tends to the honour of the God of Gods by whom } 
he is advanc d to that Dignity ? How comes that to be Molatry |f 
nin us that is none in you? Again, How come you to impute | 
fit as a Crime to us that we ſerve thoſe that by nature are no Gods? 
Do not you ſerve and pay Religious Homage to one that is no 
more 4 God by Nature ind e than thoſe we adore? Even 
* to one that is only a God by courteſy, and depends on the S-. 
4e preme God for all the poner he is veſted with, and all the honour 


£ 


thats paid fm... „ N 
And if it be be faid, That Chriſtians have the true God's 
mmand for Worſhipping Griſt, but the Heathens had not 
for worſhipping their Inferior Gods, (a) The Anſwer is obvious, 
That the Ap. ſhou'd then have fixt his charge on their doing 
it without ſuch a command and warrant from the true God, and 
never made it their Crime to worſhip the Creature beſides the Cre a- 
tor, and to ſerve ſuch as are not Gods by Nature; For this it 
ſeems may be very lanful and commendable, when we haye 
God's Allowance or Command for it: and is only ſinful when | 
we do it without his order. So that all the fault of the Heathens | 
 _|7 was, That they were miſtaken in pretending to ſuch an Order 
ing from the Sypremze God, when they really had it not. And 


2ri- what will this lame excuſe it ſelf fignify to thoſe Unicarians, | 
eto |} that tell us, “ We have no ſuch Command ro Worſhip Chriſt him- 
ta © ſelf, tho they think it may be lan fully done, and dere not cenſure || 
ted |} © thoſe that do it? And as for thoſe other Excuſes alledg' d by | 
g to the toreſaid Author of the Defence of the Hiftory of the Unitari-, 4 
Pow- I ans, viz. © That the Heathens ſet up the Creature more then the Creg- { 
2 © tor, That they ſet up an Infinite Number of Gods who had been 
lov | - 5 meer Men, and that their Worſhip # terminated on em, and ſo | 


| © they made true God of Aen. It appears by what I have al- 
3 ready alledg'd from the Patrons of Demon-Worſhip among 


ug. | | 
i | | 1 , ; : 
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7% Much, is the beſt Excuſe made for em by the æurber of the Hiferee 
of the Hiſt. of the Unit. p. 54. 8 


| the Gentiles, that they diſown'd all this, They did not fet uß 
Creatures above the Creator (which were Nonſence as well as | 
! | Zdelatry) Nor did they ſuppoſe their deceaſed dei) d Heroes to 
be Gods in any other ſenſe than our Adverſaries ſuppoſe the 
Man Chriſt Fejus to be. Nor did they fo terminate their wor- 
ſhip on em, as not to refer it to the honour of the God of 
Gods from whom they ſuppos d em to receive their power |? 
{ and dignity. So that our Unitarians have no way of ſhewing '* 
doe diſparity between their Practice and that of the Gentiles, *' 
but by imputing to em what themſelves openly difown; |: 

W hereas it appears, Theif Cauſe is the fame by their making 


uſe of the ſame Evaſions and Diſtinctions in defence of it. 
Upon the like grounds, We charge thoſe of the Rowiſh |} 
Church as Entrenching on the incommunicable Rights and Ho- 
nour of God in their Invocation of Angels and plorifyd Saints, | 
But our Charge is not well grounded, if the Principles of 1 1 
cut late Unitarians be true. For the Papi/ts may defend their 
Practice by the fame Principles. They athgn the like grounds. 
olf their Religious Worſhip to em,“ That Angels and glori- 1 
( fed Saints are advanc'd to great Dignity and Authority, Thar | | 
Wl! « they have both vaſt Knowledge and vaſt Power cummunicated |} 8 
Wl to em; That the Worſhip they give em is only inferior and |} | 
Relative, and redounds 10 the honour of that ſupreme God, who |} £ 
1! © hasraisd em to this Dignity and Glory. And if thele be #z 
M'. folid. grounds of giving an inferior Religious Worſhip to a Grea- | 7 
ee, What ground is there to reproach their Worſhip as inju- 1 
Lions to the honour of God, and an Invaſion of his peculiar rights, | I. 
So that our late Unitarians mult in this point give up the Cauſe 
do em, and muſt never pretend to charge their Practice as do- t 
W'  /atrozs. And accordingly, The Apology which the Author of tbe v 
Delence of the Brief Hiſtor), & c. makes for his Party is very lame. v 
Por all he has to ſay in the matter is, © That the Papiſts have no 
iets of Scriprure which require em to Worſhip St. Peter, S. re 
Wl] 


“ Paul, and St. Francis. Were they content (ith he) to keep c. 
within the bounds of reſpect and honour due to glorih d Saints, they | 

&« ſhou'd be guilty of no-fault. But to pray to em as Mediators | tl 
( both of Interceſſion and Merit, To dedicate Churches to em, Tok un 
Bll; © Znecl down before their Images, &c. This approaches too near to 

1} | «6 Idolatry. on SI | 4 
Anſw, We are not here Enquiring whether the Popiſh Invoca- |? 
tion of Angels and Saints be COmmanded or Uncommanded, or in- 
- what Particulars ſome may exceed others in it. But whether it | 


mu] 


———— — 


Honour of God, in Praying to an Angel or « Saint, if Praying to 4 


Lich be plcaded for, the greats ft advantage againſt him. 
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be in it ſelf injurious to the honour of God, and juſtly condemmble 
on that account. And if it be not 1njurious to God's Honour 
to give Religious Worſhip to a dignifyd Creature, How can it be 
proy d to be fo to give it to good Angels and glorify'd Saints? 

Not only does Socinus aſſert, That communicated Excellency is 
a juſt ground of Worſhip, but even the Author of the Defence 


tells us, That as there are divers Orders of Creatures, ſo they are 


© ro be honour'd in proportion to their Dignity. And, That if the 

« Papiſts wou d keep within the bounds of reſpect and honour due to 

1 4407 Saints, they ſhou'd be guilty of no fault. Now the Pa- 
[ 


piſts do not deny to J. Chriſt a higher honour than they give to 
Angels and glorify d Saints. What wrong then do they to the 


'# Creature be not injurious to his Glory? If it be ſaid, That their 
| Praying to an Angel or Saint, does in the nature of the action it 
ſelf ſuppoſe that Angel or Saint to be preſent with him that prays, 


to underſtand his particular Caſe, nay to know the inward Intenrions 
and Affection of his Heart, and 1s therefore 1njurious to the ho- 


nour of God, by aſcribing to a finite Creature that unlimited Pre- 
ſence and Knowledge that belongs to God alone, and is by the | 
3 Scriptures (as I have already ſhewn) frequently appropriated to 
3 him. Then the ſame charge may be brought againſt all Reli- 

23 gious Worſhip to F. Chriſt on 5 ee of his being only a dig- 
; l 


nify'd Creature; becauſe on this fu to 
peculiar Excellencies of the Divine Nature. Nay if Scinus 


$ himſelf, (a) and many of his Followers, beſides all the Fol- 
2 lowers of Franciſcus Davids, &c. be in the right, That we have 


no Command in Scripture for Praying to Chriſt, Their Cauſe and 
that of the Papiſts in the Invocarion of Angels and Saints is E- 


very way built on the ſame foundation, and muſt and or fall 


With-the-———- pen 
But if the Grounds they go upon be true, What tolerable 
reaſon can be given, why the Angel ſhou'd fo ſtrictly forbid and 


caution St. Fohn when he fell down to worſhip him, See thou 


do it not. Worſhip God, xix Rev. 10. xx Rev. 9. Can we think 

that St. John who knew him to be an Angel, intended him an 

more than an inferior Worſhip f (And if ſuch Worſhip be allowa- 
= 5 


ble 


— — * a 


* 


(4) Tho in this (as Niemojevius juſtly tells him) he had ruin'd his 
own Cauſe, by giving thoſe who oppos d that Divine Worſhip of Chriſt 
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ble to an Angel at any time, tis when he appears and 1s pre- 
ſent). Why then ſhou'd the Angel warn him againſt it, and 
that by inſinuating to him that it wou d be injurious to God, 
whom alone he was to pay Religious Homage to? 


Upon the whole, The Opinion and Practice of the Unita- 


| riauc plainly re-advances that Creature-Worſhip which it was 


one great Deſign of the Chriſtian Religion to over- turn and abo- 
liſh. It undermines that grand Article of the N Goſpel 
that mas to be Preach'd to every Nation and Kindred, and Tongue 


and People, Fear God, and give Glory to him, for the hour of his 


Judgment is come, and worſhip him that made Heaven, and Earth, 
and the Sea, and the Fountains of Waters, xiv Rev. 6,7. By {ct- 


ting up as an Object of Religious Worſhip a Creature to whom nei- 


ther the Divine Perfections nor Works belong. 


Having thus clear d the Arguments for the Deity of Chriſt, 


drawn from the Divine Titles, Perfections, Works and War ſhip | 


which the Scriptures aſcribe to him, from the Author's Excep- 
tions; It only remains, That I anſwer thoſe few ſtraggling Ob- 


jecliont that he has confuſedly thrown together at the end of his 


1 e „ ST Ga, 
he moſt material of em is what occurs, p. 17, 18. where he 


vw» 
* 


argues againſt the Supreme Teity of Chriſt from its being incon- 


Wi; fiſtent with his Office as Media. OD 
Io this purpoſe he argues, /f 7 muſt have one who is Su. 
Wl © preme God and Man jor my Mediator with God, then when I | 
lll © addreſs to F. Chriſt as the Supreme God, where is the God-man | 
Wi © that muſt be my Mediator with him. To ſay he mediates with 
ll © himſelf, is the ſame as to ſay I muſt go to him nithout a Medi- 
WW: © ator, Cc. But the Scriptures ſpeak of a Mediator without God, 

„ And who is this Mediator, if we go to F. Chriſt as the ultimate 


„„ HON „ 

 Anſy. All the force of this Objection lies in the obſcurity 
and. ambiguity of it. And I need do no more to diſcover 
the weakneſs of it, than to diſtinguiſh thoſe ſeveral acts of 
Mediation which the Author, Objection confounds, and to 


 ſhew what diſtinct part his divine and humane Nature act 


therein. 

We believe as well as the Author, That there is one God, and 
one Mediator with God, the Man Chriſt Feſus, I Tim, II. 4. And 
to underſtand his Mediation aright, We mult conſider, That it 


* = 


may either reſpect his Prie/tly or Kingly Office. 


As 


* e . ee 55 A £08 e 


1 


As his Mediation reſpects his Prieſtlyj Office. (And to this 
alone the Author's Objection refers). There are two branches 


of it; The one perform d on Earth: the other in Heaven. On 
Earth He fer d Himſel* an Attoning Sacrifice for us, In Heaven 


- he appears for us in the preſence of God as our Interceſſor and 


Advocate, Now we grant it was the Man Chriſt Feſus, that 


became by his voluntary Sufferings and Death our artonins 
Sacrifice. And to this Aft of Mediation the Eternal Son of 
God concurr'd by freely delivering up that humane Nature he 
had aſſum d to fo ſtupendious Sufferings, and by giving a 
ſufficient Dignity and merit to thoſe Sufferings to render em 
a valuable Conſideration for our Impunity. And on that ac- 
count the Ap. Paul ſpeaks of the Church of God as purchas d with 
his own blood, xx Acts 28. Again, We grant that the Man 
Cris Feſus does now appear in the preſence of God, as our Inter- 
ceſſor and Advocate with the Father. But we believe, that the 
Eternal Word to which that hamane Nature was united, as it 
gave a ſufficient value to his ſufferings, ſo it conſequently gives 
a ſufficient Efficacy to his Interceſſion. wo 5 


Now we may juſtly enquire of the Author, Why the Man 
Chriſt Feſus ſhou'd be leſs capable of either offering himſelf an 
Attoning Sacrifice, or of appearing in the divine preſence "as our 


ſucceſsful Advocate with the Father on the account cf his U- 
nion to the Eternal Word ? And why may not the Man Chriſt 
Feſus, in ſuch a concurrence with the Eternal Son of Goll, thus 
mediate with the Father, who (as I have before ſuggeſted) does 
in this Oeconomy ſuſtain the character of Supreme Lamgiver, 
without ſuppoſing that God mediates himſelf? If by v7 


er 
edi- 


ation the Author 1ntend either Dying as our Propitiation, or 4 


pearing in the divine 28 in the heavenly Sanctuary with ihe 


Hood of Attonement? For theſe are acts in which the humane Na- 


ture is the immeditate Principle and Agent, tho' they are a- 


ſcrib'd to the Perſon of our Lord Feſus. And ſure we may 
eaſily conceive how theſe acts ſhou'd derive a higher value 


from the Union of that hamane Nature to the Eternal Mord. 


Ho But againſt this the Author objects. 
« If it be ſaid, His humane Nature only acts in this mediation, 


%% as united to the divine, I anſner, That as this is ſtill to mate 


“ Chriſt Mediator nith himſelf, ſo the humane Nature is not God- 
man. And if the Man or humane Nature alone be capable of do- 


cc 


ing the part of 4 Mediator, then "tis not neceſſary that F. Chriſt 
& ſhou'd be more than a man inhabited by and related to God in or- 
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ee der to that Office. Nor may it be ſaid, That the Union to the di- 
e ine Nature, gives an infinite efficacy to * alls of which the 
*© humane only is the principle; For unleſs by that Union the humane 
* Nature was turnd into an infinite or Divine Nature, Its Alls 
can no more be reckon'd intrinſically and properly infinite, than his 
Body or Underftanding are infinite becauſe ſo united to an infi- 


C. 


Iv te Nature. 


Anſw. We do not fay, The humane Nature only afls in this 
Mediation, Becauſe we ſuppoſe the Divine Nature of our Lord 
to Conſent to, and communicate a Dignity and value to the 
ſufferings of his humane, and to contribute thereby to the pre- 
ency of his Interceſſion. And it will not thence follow, 
That our Lord Feſus Mediates with himſelf, but only with the 


Father, Nor will it follow, That the Mediator i; not God as 


gell as Man, Or that the Humane Nature alone can do the bet : 
. Chriſt. 

ſbou d be more than a Man Inhabited by and related to God in order 
Office. A Prophet or Apoſtle, nay every good Man is In- 
habited by and related 10 God, And yet ſuppoſing em as ſinleſs 
as our Lord himſelf, The Blood of ſuch a one cou'd never have 


Mediator, and That therefore it is not neceſſary that 


to that 


—_— 


conſent and communicate a ſufficient value for anſwering all 
the ends of the Divine Government, And we do not as the 
Author pretends, aſſert, That the Acls of Chriſts Humane Nature 
become properly and intrinſically infinite by it's Union to the Divine 
{For that's impoſſible) But only that hereby they become of 
Infinite or unconceivable, and Al eien, value. The dignity of 
our Lord's Divine Per ſon giving a value to thoſe acts of which 
che Humane Nature is the immediate Principle. 1 
But our Author pretends to demonſtrate, That Chrifl's Hu- 
mane Nature can never be an Effectual Mediator (according to 
our Judgment) even tho' perſonally united to the Divine. 
Becauſe (he faith) © We deny this Humane Nature ſo united to 
* have the knowledge of the Secret mental Prayers, the inward de- 
&« fires and diſtreſſes of all Chriſtians, or to know any ones Heart. 


T And how then can he be a Compaſſionate Interceſſor in Caſes that 
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he knows nothing of? Or how can he have a fellow-feeling of 


« their Sufferings which he knows not that they feel at all? What 
* comfort is there in this account of Chriſt's Mediation? 


 _ Anſp. Either the Author ſpeaks of an immediate Know ledge 
of our mental Prayers; of our inward Deſires and our very 


Hearts: or a knowledege by Revelation. As to the former, I 


have ſhewn him, That the Scriptures every where appropriate 
it to God. As to the latter, Why may not we ſuppoſe as much 
of this kind revcal'd to Chriſt's Humane Nature, and that in 
conſiſtency with our Doctrine, as he? Will Chriſt's Humane 
Mature have the leſs reveal'd to it, becauſe tis perſonally uni- 
ted to the Eternal Word ? So that if his Humane Nature be capa- 
ble of ſuch an Univerſal Knowledge of all our particular Ca- 
les by Revelation, we have as much reaſon to ſuppoſe it as he, 
and are willing to ſuppoſe as much Knowledge of that kind 
commuicated to it by Revelation, as can agree to the finite 
capacity of his humane Soul. If it be not, our Author is as much 
concern'd to anſwer this Ob/ection as we are. And upon this 
ſuppoſition, It muſt be anſwer d by aſſerting, That as by one 
and the ſame act he offer d himſelf a Sacrifice for all; the vertue 
whereof is applicable to every true Chriſtian in particular; 
So his Interceſſion, ſo far as his Humane Nature acts therein, 
conſiſts in his appearing in the Divine Preſence in the heaven- 
iy. Sanctuary, (as the High-Prieſt did in the Holy of Holies 


with the Names of the Twelve Tribes engraven on his Breaſt 


Plate,) the benefit whereof every true Chriſtian as truly reaps 


as if his particular Caſe were truly known to Chriſt's humane 


Soul. Becauſe in his Divine Nature cur Lord does underſtand 


heir particular Caſes, and can apply ſutable Relief to em. 
ut if his Humane Soul be capable of a more comprehenſive 


and parricular Knowledge by Revelation, "Tis every way as 


conſiſtent with our Doctrine as with his, or rather more. 
But (faith our Author) © The Divine Nature is precluded from 


cc it, becauſe they direct us ro ſeek to that as the ultimate Object thro . | 


« Mediator, and the Humane Nature (they ſay) may know nothing 
« of our Caſe, nor knows our Harte, whether we worſhip and repent 


© fincerely, or only hypacri:ically, and ſo knows not how to repreſent or 
recommend us to God. What a Caſe now do theſe Men bring us 


« into * There is no Mediator left to interpoſe with the Supreme God, 


« ſo that we mult deal with him immediately and alone, which th:y | 


« will own is far from the Goſpel- Doctrine or Method. Thus is our 


Honour, 


2 1 + Anſu. 


* Lord Feſus turn d out of Office by pretence of giving him higher 


vs of em. And what tho the Divine 
e Father, be the ultimate Object of our 


we do not "earns wag with him. And we ſuppoſe him the 
ectually, becauſe we believe the Hu- 


et him conſider into what a Caſe he brings us,who aſſerts what 
he Apoſtle Paul never did, That our Mediator is only 4 Ma 
| And what is there in the life of a meer Man to render it a ſuf- 
ficient Ranſom for all? What value is there in the Blood of ſuch 
a one to purchaſe the Church of God? What efficacy or merit is 
there in ſuch, a Sacrifice to expiate and take away the guilt of 
Sin, or obtain Eternal Redemption for us? And 1 there be no 
ſufficient Vertue or Value in that, There can be as little preva- 
lency in his Interceſſion, So that all the Queſtion amounts to 
this, Whether the Man Cri Feſus is more capable of Pigs 2 
effectual Mediator with the Father, conſider d as United to anc 


acting in concurrence with and ſubordination to the Eternal Son 


of Cod; or conſider d as deſtitute of any ſuch Union and Relation? 
And, that the Apoſtle never intended by calling the Mediator 
the Man Chriſt Feſus to exclude his divine Nature, is ſo evident 
from his deſcnbing him elſewhere as not only the Sed of A- 
brabam, but God over all bleſſed for evermore, and by telling us 
That the Charch of God was 1 with his own blood, that the Au- 
+hor has highly injur d him by fo groſly miſinterpreting his 
words; We are very willing to ſtand to the Apoſtle's account 
. of his matter at 1 im. II. 5. if the Author will but allow him 
to be his on Interpreter as ix Rom. J. xx Act. 28. And 


1 2 


or one infinite Being under three Modes, e Relations; 
do by plain conſequence leave no place for ſuch a 


Objection turns upon the Azthor's not allowing ſuch a Diſtincti- 


d f 29 17 i» 10 12 1 2 * n \ 2-4 FY 3 gong s ES: W—_ 
Son, and Holy Spirit, and not diſtinguiſhing between thoſe acts 
of which the divine Nature, and thole of which the humane is 


this of Interceſſion mention d is one. And if 


our Advocate with t 


Sacrifice on Earth, and appear in the Divine Preſence in Heaven as 
ſon have we to expect 


which reſpects his Kingly Office, and which the Author's O 
jection ſeems not to refer to, viz. His Diſpenſing to us all Be- 
nehits and Bleſſings from the 357 by his Royal Power, It docs 

Bose en f. That the Diſcharge 

Unlimited and Divine Power, aid cannot be perorihet by one 
that is a meer Man. O can a Meer Man be the Head of all 
APR -WfY 1:4 is .# bi ts iis 08-1 4+ 23i4 þ * 1 N 4 ; 
Vital Influences to all the Members of his tical Body ; 


ok the Church and the World? 


St. Peter's magnificent Deſcription of him att 


have cradify'a both Lord and Chriſt. Now the Auth 


G 
And what I have ſaid does ſufficiently obviate what he only 
repeats, © That they who hold true to the Unity of the Divine Nature, 


e edliator as they 
c require, viz. One who is an infinite God to be Mediator ith the 
“ infinite God, whe there is no infinite Being hut his own, and 
& he cannot be thong ht to intercede with himſelf nither. All this 


on in the divine Nature as we ſuppoſe to be between the Father, 


the immediate principle, of which acts eke to the latter, 
his of Interceſſun mention d is one. And if theſe Piſtinctions 
be made, why may not the Man riſt Feſus, and that as uni- 


ted to the Divine Mature in its ſecond man fer of Subſiſtence and 


Operation (or in the Perſon of rhe Son) botin offer up himſelf as # 


? Father * Nay, how infinitely greater Rea- 
on have we to expect that his Mediation will be Efficacious and 
Succeſsful on this Suppoſition, than if with the Author, we fup- 


, ooo 7 
T ſhou'd here add, That as to that part of Chriſt's Medizrion 


Iiſcharge of it does require an 


y s. Or exer- 


- 


| Eiſe an Univerſal Providence and Care over all the Affairs both 


Ihe Author at p. 18,19. refers vs for an AO of Chrift to 
| re ICTIF | the Day of Pente- 
coſt, before his Murderers themſelves. II Acts 22. Ye Men o. 


FC.) =, 5 EB of. NF, Af 2 2 TIER Koo 
4675 hear theſe words, Feſus of Nazareth, a Man appro d 00 


„ 


bd among you by Wonders, Miracles and Signs, which God did by 


bim in the midſt of %. Again at 2. 36. Let all the Houſe of I 


racl Anon afſuredly, that Gol bath made that ſame Feſus, whom ye 
Pave CTHCY | nd COrift, N. or infers, 
. Why u the Apiſtle if he had bdlies'd the Infinite Deity of 
„ Chriſt, leave out that hoſt Emphatical Branch'in the-De 0 


f hin 1* Was WOO TT CEP PTY TONY 6 fe ſcription 
f him, that was the moſt terrifying Argum ent, and Wo 1 2 


10 


V 
* 


%% 
& to convince his Perſecutors, & c. vic. That they had ſhed the 
i Blood of the Infinite God himtelt. Whereas what he ſaith is flat 
“ and low in compariſon of thi 
Anſw. All the Force of this Argument turns upon this Sup- 
poſition, That the Apoſtle deſign'd in theſe words to deſcribe 
our B. Saviour by the higheſt Characters that belong to him. 
But this I deny : It was only his deſign to repreſent and prove 
Crit to have been the true MMefſian, whom they had unjuſtly 


| *crucifv'd. And that it ſelf was ſufficient to ſtrike Horror into 


ther Conſciences : But it was not his deſign to inſtruct em in 
all the Dignity of the Meſſiah. For if it was, Why does not the 
= Apojtle tell em, they had ſhed the Blood of him, that was of the 
Fathers according to the Fleſh, and was over all God bleſſed for ever- 
more. Nay, of him in whom the fulneſs of the Godhead dwells bo- 


þ _ ily, nay of him who 16 the W of the Father's Glory, and |} 


the Expreſs Image of his Perſon, by whom he made the Morld? 
For theſe are Characters of Chri/? deliver'd by other Inſpired | 
Writers, and more magnificent ones than what the Apoſtle Pe- 
ter here lays down. And ſhall we expunge em out of the Bi- 

ble, becauſe the Apoſtle Peter thought not fit to mention em in 
this Deſcription ? Nay, our Author does not conſider that this 
Argument is as ſtrong againſt himſelf. He ſeems to own that 
Chriſt had a pre-exiſftent Nature, at p. 2. And he ſuppoſes him, 
One by whom God made the Worlds, as his Inſtrument : Nay, as 


One far above Angels and Arch-angels, and over all Powers in 


Heaven and Earth, A God or Ruler, and the great Adminiſtrator 
of God's Kingdom, both in the Viſible and the Inviſible World, 
at p. 21. And if the Apoſtle Peter believed all this, Was it not 


as neceſſary and as proper to have ſuggeſted ſuch Characters of 


our Lord Feſus as theſe, to ſtrike the greater horror of their 
Crime into the Hearts of his Murtherers? Is not his Calling 
him à Man approv'd of God, &c. all low and flat in compariſon of 
this > Does 0 not ſee that this Argument will be as ſtrong in 

the Mouth of a Scinian againſt Chriſt's having a pre-eviſtent 

Nature, as tis in his againſt his having a Divine Nature? And 
how does he prove, what he takes for granted, That the Apoſtle 
baptiz d thoſe he converted without ever inſtructing em in this 
Article of our Lord's Divinity? Eſpecially ſince we are told, 
that tis only a part of his Diſcourſe to em that 1s there related. 


Nay, I might here ſuggeſt to our Author that tho the Apoſtle 
Peter does not mention the Divinity of Chriſt as an Aggravation 
of the Crime of his Murtherers, who perhaps did not under- 


ſtand 
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( 139 ) / 
ſtand that their expected Meſſiah was to be God as well as Max's | 
Vet another Apoſtle reminds em of it, when he tells em, That | 
had they known they would not have crucified the Lord of Glory, 
1 Cor. II. 8. A Title often given to the great Fehovah, and al- 
luding to the Shecinah, or Viſible Appearance of Divine Glory 
under the Old Teſtament : Nay, the ſame Apoſtle calls the 
Blood of Chriſt the Blood of God, becauſe it was the Blood of him 
that was God as well as Man, xx Act. 28. 
And the ſame Anſwer to this Text, 2 Acts 22. may ſerve to 
that Text he only mentions, x 33. 
He next adds, © That God and Chriſt are two dijparates or di- 
“ ferent things, as much as Chriſt's Body and Bread are, and can- | 
2 not be Predicated of one another in a proper Senſe, or without a | 
r = N = 
p 77 That God and the Man Chriſt Feſus are different things 
we grant him, and that they cannot be predicated of one ano- 
ther in a proper Senſe. But what ſignifies this to prove, That 


the Eternal Word that was made Fleſh is not God? 


Why he tells us, © To be anointed imports to be rait d by Au- 
 &. thority and Honour conferr'd, Tis in effect to ſay, the Perſon is 4 
« (Creature or inferior Being. And therefore to ſay, That Chriſt is 
1 moſt High God, is to ſay the inferior is ſupreme, and the Man is | 
e * N „„ 
Anſu. How miſerable Trifling is this? When the Autber 
| knows that Chriſt or Anointed is only a Name, that tho given | 
to his Perſon, immediately refers to his Humane Nature as qua- | 
lity'd for his Offices of Prophet, Prieſt, 8c. Can it be thence | 
interr d, That he has no other Nature than that? We'll grant 
him, if it will do his Cauſe any Service, that the Man thus a- 
nointed is only a Ceature and an inferior Being, and as ſuch not 
the moſt High God : But will it therefore follow, That the Ward BN 
or Son of God, that aſſum'd and acted that Humane Nature is 
not the moſt High God ? „ | 
„ But (faith he) if the Buſineſs may be ſolv'd here by making a' 
per ſonal Union between God and Chriſt, I ſee not why the Papiſts 
© may not ſet up ſuch an Union between Chriſt's Body and the Bread 
n 3 75 Euchariſt, and then ſtoutly defend, That tis the Body of 
CC 7iſt. | = ane e SS . F 
Anſn. If the Author here argue at all, tis thus, If Chri/?'s h- 
mane Nature may be perſonally united to the Eternal Word, ſo 
that he may be God as well as Man, then Chriſt's Body and the 


Bread 
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e 


Eaſtern Churches at all. F 
And why may we not in conſiſtency with all this, object to 
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Bread in the Sacrament may be ſo united, that the Bread may 
be his Body. But what Union will the Author find out for us 
to make good fo ſtrange a Conſequence 2 Do we ſuppoſe 
"Chri/i”'s Humane Nature tranſubſtantiated or chang'd into the 


Divine, as the Papiſts ſuppoſe the Bread to be into Chriſt's Body? 
Or wou'd the Union of the Divine to the Humane Mature, infer 


Fach a Penetration of Bodies, and all other Contradictions to 
Senſe in a proper Object of Senſe that wou'd follow upon the 
Vnion of Chriſ?'s Body to all the Conſecrated Wafers on the Romiſh 


And yet the Author is fo pleas'd with this Shadow of an Ar- 


gument, that it leads him into a long Digreſſion concerning the 
'Unſteadineſs of many Proteſtant Writers, in which he wou d 
perſwade us, © That the Proteſtants when they have anſwered the | 
© Papiſts, are forced to uſe thoſe very Popiſh Arguments they had. 
« baffled againFt the Unitarians. lea acne: tac 


Let us take a ſhort View of his Allegations. 


:.-- 6: Har he faith) we anſner the Papiſt's Cha Ze of Noveliy by 
| &« telling "em, our Religion was in the Bible, and yet object that very 
* Nodelty to the Unitarians. F 


» 


Anſw. We do not barely te 


Additions to it which gradually crept in, all or moſt of which 


were utterly unknown to the 3 firſt Ages, nay, many of em 
were not introduc'd till the 7th, 8th, ſome not till the 121 
Age, nay many of em were not authorizd by any General 


Conncil (as they vainly call their pack d Aſſemblies) till that 


ſcandalous one it Trent. Nay, the chief Doctrine of Popery, 
the Papal Headſhipa ſeems not to have been generally own'd in the 


Romiſh Church for a 1000 years after Chrif, and never by the 


the Unitarians, That as their Doctrine is contrary to the Holy 


. Scriptures, ſo tis to the concurrent Judgment of the Univerſal | 
Tburch (both in Eaſt and Weſt) for ſo many Ages. Is there no 


weight in ſuch a Conſideration 7 Shou'd it not make any wiſe 


Man cautious of rejecting an Article which the whole Chriſtian 
Church has for ſo many Ages taken to be ſo important a part of 
Her Greed ? And the contrary Doctrine whereto never paſs'd in 
- any Age Without p#blick Conſe i 

He pretends, That we lay the main ſtreſs of our Cauſe here 


tire? But the Author wrongs us if 


Again, 


1 t b l the Papiſts that our Religion was 4 
in the Bible: But that the Subſtance of it has continued and 
been profeſſed ever ſince. That Popery is a Maſs of corrupt 


* 


6’; TR 
Again, he faith, © e prove that the Elements in the Eucha- 
 * rift are not Chriſt's Body and Blood, becauſe they are by the Fathers 
„. call the Images thereof. But we nill not allow the Unitarians 


Argument, That Chriſt is not the moſt High God, becanſe the 
„ FKeriptures call him his Image. e 


0 


Anſw. And does tlie Author think there is no difference be- 


| tween the Notion of an [age when apply'd to a Bodily Sub- 
france, and when apply d to an Infinite Inviſible Spirit? And will 
it follow, That an Image when apply d to the latter, impotts a. 
differing Being from that whoſe Image it is, becauſe it does im- 
port ſo when apply'd to the former * C 


| Again, he tells us, Th: ne prove againſt the Papiſts, that. 
„Ft. Peter was inferior to the Church and the reſt of the Apoſtles, = 
&* becauſe he was {ent up and down by em; But we will not allow this 


Argument when brought to trove that the Son is inferior to the 


Ea EY „ 8 
| Anſn. St. Peter's being ſent by the Church was never brought 
by any Man in his Wits as an Argument to prove, that he was. 
inferior either to the Church or to the Afoſtles in reſpect of his. 
Mature and Eſſence as a Man: Nor indeed does it prove his be- 
| ang inferior in Office and Dignity to any of the reſt of the Apo- 
| F/tles. No more then can the H' being ſent by the Father prove 
his being inferior to him in reſpect of his Nature and Eſſence, 
which is the Equality we aſſert; And yet if it will do our Au- 
thor any Service, we will allow that it proves what St. Peter be- 


ing ſent does not, viz. The Son to be in reſpect of Office inferior 


to the Father, The Father ſuſtaining the Character of Supreme i 
_ Langiver, The Son of Mediator in the Oeconomy of our Salva- I 
tion. So unhappy is the Author in the choice of his Arguments, = 
| -Uy make 


that to increaſe their number he brings in ſuch as dire 
againſt himſelf. * 5 5 
Once more he tells us, © That againſt the Papiſts we urge People 


64 20 Enquire into, and 1% Examine the matters in Diſpute. But 


© when we have to do nith the Unitarians we tack about, and bid 
em beware of Reading and Diſputing, and are for implicit Faith. 


Anſw, The Author may ſec by this Anſwer (wherein he will 


find the moſt of his Book repeated Verbatim, and I am ſure not. 


one Argument of any moment omitted) that we are not aſham'd 
of bringing our Caufe to the Light; and are far from either hood» 
winking the People in Ignorance, or urging em to an implicit. Faith. 


We are not only willing but deſirous they ſhou'd compare our 
Doctrine in this Article with that of the Holy Seriptur ar But 1 
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hope the Author does not expect we ſhou'd adviſe every private 
Chriſtian, that is under no doubts in reference to his Chriſtian 
Faith, or to this Article of it, to read all the Pamphlets wrote 
of late by the Dei and Unitarian: that tend to unhinge and 
unſettle his Mind in reference to the Truth of the Chriſtian Re- 


ligion, or of this particular Branch of it. Much leſs can he ex- 


ER, * * 


Triniiy. (For I hope 


pect we ſhould adviſe em to read thoſe pernicious Papers, with- 
= out Reading any Anſzers to em; No more than we wou'd ad- 


viſe em to venture on Poyſon without an Antidote. 


, * 


And whereas he tells us, That upon Proteſtant Principles 
| © the Unitarians can ſtand their Ground, and defend themſelves 
| * 25 well as the Proteſtants can again} the Papiſts. I think our 
Unitarians ſhou'd not boaſt ſo much of their Proteſtant Prin- 
ciples, when in that important Point of Giving Religious Wor- 
ſhip to a Creature, they have ſo manifeſtly given up the Cauſe 
to the Papiſts, and clear'd em from the Charge of 1dolatry 
in their Religious Invocation of Angels and glorify'd Saints. But 
| | octrine that appro- 
priates all Religious Worſhip to God, will ſtand as long as the 
Bib'e does; ſo it will overturn theirs, that give that Religious 
Worſhip to our Saviour, while they believe him to be no more 
than a Dignifyd Creature. And all their baffled Diſtinctions 
of Supreme or Inferior ; abſolute & Ultimate or Relative Worſhip, 
which in this Point they borrow from the Papiſts (and which 
are the Plaiſters they ufe to cover this Sore) will never be 
able to ſupport it. And I deſire the Author to ſet this one ſo- 


I muſt tell him, That as our Proteſtant 


lid Proof of his Party's Unſceadine ſe ro the Proteſtant Cauſe, againſt 


jt J ; all the imaginary Inſtances of 04r 5 that he has here alledg d. N 
As to Primitive Antiquity, if the Author have a mind to try 


his Skill he may enter the Liſts on this Head either with Dr. 


Bull or with the Biſhop of Worceſter in his late Vindicaton of the 
he will never take the Triflings of his 
Anſwerer in the 4 th Collect. of Unit. Tracts for a Reply to it.) 
or even with Dr. Whitby in the few Citations he has from the 
Anti- Nicene Fathers, in his Tractatus de Deitate Chriſti, And | 
- when he produces any thing of moment againſt the Azthoritys s 
they alledge, he may expect it will be fairly conſider' d. Till 
then, I ſhall only tell the Author that we can have no Vene- - 
ration for the great Defenders of the Chriſtian Cauſe, if they 


1 Y groſly abus d and ſtrain d their Eloquence as to equal a Crea- 


WF 74re to the Eternal God. And on the other hand, their equal- : 
im? Chrift with the Father in reſpect of his Eſſence is not in- 
r r con- 
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conſiſtent with their aſſerting him to be inferior in reſpect of Y 
Office, by a voluntary Diſpenſation, as he may fee at p. 24, 
As to the Author's Profeſſion of his own. ſincerity in hat 
be writes, I do not pretend to judge him. To his own Maſter 

he ſtands or falls. I ſhall therefore only obſerve, that in his 
Deſcription of our Saviour's Offices he has left out his being 
our Propitiation or attoning Sacrifice, And that he might (hill JF 
have believ d the Father to be greater than Chriſt, and God to be 
the Head of Chriſt (in the ſenſe already explain d) without ſuch 
a bold and dangerous Attempt as this to derogate from his 
| honour as God over all ble ſſed for evermore. „„ 


As to the Charity he recommends to us, at p. 21. from the l 
* Example of Fuſtin Martyr, 1 ſhall only ſay, that we are willing 
do extend it as far as Reaſon will allow. But he muſt excuſe. } 
As that we dare not truſt in any as our Saviour who is not the | 
| Supreme God. See II Tit. 14. compard with xiv I. 21, 22. 
There is no God elſe beſides me, a juſt God and a Saviour, there is 
none beſides me, Look unto me, and be ye ſaved all the Ends of the- 
Earth, For I am God and there is none elſe.” And the Reader may 
compare the following v. with xiv Kom. 11. to convince him 
that tis our Lord Jeſus the Prophet there intends : See what 
is faid above at p. 124. And we muſt add, That it wou'd 
extremely weaken the Veneration we have for our B. Saviour 
and his Apoſtles, if he ſhou'd be proved to be a meer digni- 
54 Creature. For we cannot ſee how he can be excus'd from || 
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” 
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affecting Divine Honour himſelf; or the Apoſtles from counte- 
nancing our Giving it to him. And we judge, That the De- 
grading him to the rank of a Dignify'd Ceature does moſt effe- 
 Etually expoſe him to the Scorn of Infidels, as a vain Uſurper of the 

' peculiar Rights and Glory of the great Fehn. So that we 
thin it every way ſafeſt to adhere tb the Faith and Practice of 
Fuſtin Martyr (how far ſoever we may ſtretch our Charity to 
thoſe that differ from us in ſo important an Article) when he 
faith, © We (Chriſtians) worſhip and adore the Father, and 
e the Son that came from him, and taught us theſe things, &'c. | 
c and the Spirit of Prophecy, honouring em in Word and 
<:Erath. + pol. 2. b. 566. 0 Sion 3 ee 
Chriſt crucifyd is no Stumbling-block to us (as the Author 
, groundleſly ſuggeſts). But yet we cannot reconcile many f 
|: thoſe Charafers the Author here gives him with the Opinion 
1 ol his being no more than a dignifyd Creature. We cannot ſl 
allow ſuch a Creature to be the Maler of the g's 13 


{ 
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' firator of the Divine Kingdom both in the Viſible and 

And we think it far more abſurd to give theſe Characters to a 
meer dignify'd Greature, than (what the Author with fo Sk : 

a preſumption repreſents as the moſt compleat abſurdity) to af- 


ſo conſpicuou 
that Divine Inſtitution what appears moſt amiable in it, even 
the unparallel'd Condeſcenſion and Love of the Eternal Son f 
Hod in his Incarnation and Sufferings for the Salvation of the 
% 3 8 
And for what the Author ſuggeſts, © That this Doflrine of 
WW © he Incarnation of God (I. e. of God the Son) hinders the 
= © Progreſs of the Goſpel, and occajions the Rejection of it by Jews, 
Wa 1 and Pagans. I am ſo far from being of his 
Mind, that I know nothing (except Popcry) more likely to ob- 


(1440 


For what our Author adds, of his being an Inſtrument in 


Maling em, 18 a Notion that deſtroys it felt (as I have ſnen 
at p. 64.) Nor can we believe him to be a meer Creature iz 


whom the fullneſs of the Godhead dwells ; and who is One with 
the Father; (Not One in Conſent, but One in Energy and Poner, 


as I have ſhewn the Context explains it, oP br x. 30. com- 


eing the Obfect of their Worſhip ; Who is the 755 Admini- 
7 


ſett, That Chrift is the ſame Supreme God (i. e. the fame in Na- 


$*. > 


ure and Effence) with the Father whoſe Son and Image he is. 
This is fo far from being abſurd, That our Bleſſed Saviour can- 


not be his Son (in a ſenſe peculiar to himſelf, and incom- 
municable to any other, or as the Scriptures ſpeak, his only- 


W begoen Son) without a participation of his Nature and the 


eſſential perfections thereof. Nor can he without it be the 


f the Fathers Glo, and the expoſe Image of , 


Perſon (or S; b/;jtence) 48 he is calld, I Heb. 2. (Not a viſible 


Image, as the Author groundlefly ſuppoſes). But to give theſe 


forttneftion'd Charafters to a meer exalted Man plainly con- 


founds God and Man, Finite and Infinite, the Creator and the 
| Work of his Hands, Which is another kind of Abſurdi:y than 


to ſuppoſe ſuch a Diſtinction in the infinite yet undivided 


Nature of. God; as the Doctrine of the Trinity implies. And 
if the Author thinks this a grievous Offence we cannot help it: 
But we think it a more ved and grie vous Offence, that a pro- 
feſſed Miniſter of our Tord Je ſus ſhou'd rob him of the Glory 
of his Eſſential Deity, the denial whereof we apprehend 5 


$ 


ry of that marvellous Wiſdom and Grace that are 


ſeures the Glo a nar ] | 
y diſplay d in the Goſpel, and takes away from 


ſtrück 


arid with ver. 38.) Who is far above all Angel; and Arch-angels, 
viſible World. 
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. See Part LIE: Chap. Iv. v, VI 
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| Brut the Progreſs, of it than the Oppoſition of our late Uniia- 
7ians to this Article of our Religion. For the Jens, who be- 


Objection to them againſt the Goſpel, that God ſhould be mani- 


liev d the extraordinary Preſence of God in the Cloud of Glory 
both in the Tabernacle and Temple, It can be no reaſonable 


feſted in the Fleſh, and dwell in that more perfect Tabernacle or 


Temple of an Humane Soul and Body : And for the Ancient Jens, 


by a Participation of the Divine Nature; yet there ate to 
things in the Unitarian Scheme that will be as great a ſtumbling 


Our Author would do well to conſider what Biſhop Kidder, in 
his Demonſtration of the Meſſiah, has offer d to ſhew,: that they 
had ſome obſcurer Notices of the Chriſtian Doctrine in reference 
to the Trinity, and particularly The Divinity of the Ward (4). 
For Pagans, Their frequent Relations of the Deſcent of their 
Gods ſhou'd render the Incarnation of God no way incredible to 
em; and what the greateſt of their Philoſophers has deliver d 
concerning a Trinity of Principles in the Divine Nature, ſhowd 
rather facilitate than obſtruct their belief of what we fappoſe = 
the Goſpel to declare concerning it. For Mahometam indeed, 
This Doctrine may be a ſtumbling- block in their way. Fr 
their greater Prophet has taught em an invincible Reaſon againſt 
| God's having a Sou, becauſe he never hal e Wife. So groſs and 
- ſtupid were the Apprehenſions of that vile Inpoſtor. But yet 
tho a Coalition between the Mahometans and Unitarians may 
at firſt view ſeem eaſy and practicable, becauſe they both pet- 
fectly agree in their Opinion of F. Chriſt, That he was the Son 
of Mary, and a Great Prophet, but by no means the Son of God 


block to the Mahometans as he ſuppoſes the Incarnation: of God. 


to be. The One is, their Mating Chrift a God hy Office, and 
Paying Religious Worſhip to him, at the ſame time that they own 


him to be no more than a Creature. And in this point the Aa- 
Hhometans have certainly the Advantage, That they own none 


as God but one, and worſhip no other Being, not ¶Habomet him- 


ſelf whom they ſuppoſe the greateſt of Prophets. The other, 


That the Unitarians own the truth of Chris Crucifixion (tho? 


Stumbling block to that ignorant but proud, People, who can- 
not admit it into their Thoughts, that God ſhould permit ſo 
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they deny the principal end of it.) And this it {elf is a great 


great a Prophet as F. Chriſ to ſuffer ſuch Indignity from ſo | 
K FS deſpi- 


moved W 
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deſpicable Wretches as they. eſteem the. Fews to be. And 
for the Fer: themſelves, the giving Religious Worſhip. to Chrif | 
gas a Peary God is ſuch a Scandal to them as can never be re- | 
1 while the Fir Command ſtands in the Decalogue. But 
for the Pagans, the Unitarians may hope for the greateſt Har- 
veſt of Pröſelytes among them. For they have been ſo kind 
as to juſtify their Demon-Worſhip from all Charge of Idolatry; 


and to oblige them the more, they have expung d out of the 


* ” 


+ 
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we own as the Maler, and Ruler, and Judge of the World, the 
Lird of the Quick and the Dead. So that we can in entire 
Conſonancy with our Principles offer that Doxolagy to our B. 
Saviour, with which the Author concludes his Book, (tho ac- 
coding to: Bisse cannot ſee how he will clear that Practice 
from the Charge of 1dolatry. Unto him that loved us, and waſh'd 
us from our Sins in his own Blood, and has made us Kings and 
Prieſtt to God and his Father, even to him be Glory and Domi- 
nion for ever Amen, I Rev. v. 6. — — 
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Criſtian Religion all it's peculiar M4/zeries, leaving little in it 
but the Principles of Natural Religion. So that the Pagans | 
have now only the Doctrine of the 8 to get over. And 
as to that, they are told, That Chriſt died chiefly to bear wit. 
{ meſs to thoſe Principles, their own Moraliſts had taught before 
F him, concerning another Life. For the Chriſtian Religion (faith 
| a'late Unitarian Writer) is nothing properly but Natural Religion, | 
+ boſe Light Sin had almoſt extinguiſh'd, And God to Give it it's 
fret Splendor yields up Chriſt to Death. See Scandal and Folly 
of the Gul removed, p. 20. And what ſhou'd hinder Pagans 
I} from-embracing Chrifianiry, when tis preſented: to gem I ſo 
: argeeable a Dreſs being really no other than Paganiſm refin d 
| and revivd? See the Preface. ©, OT . 
Upon the whole, We are for taking Chriſtianity as laid 
"down in the Bible, and dare not abandon any of its ſacred Truths | 
how ſublime and myſterious ſoever to accommodate it to the 
Guſt. of Infidels: And therefore we dare not to pleaſe them 
deny the Eſſential Deity and Glory of the Lord that bought: 
mus; Nor are we aſham'd to town him as Supreme God whom 


